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1 Introduction 
 
The western and southern shores of Lake Ladoga have been in the focus of 
archaeological research ever since the beginnings of professional archaeology in 
Finland. Meanwhile, archaeological research has been scarce in the northwestern and 
northern shore of Lake Ladoga, belonging to the Republic of Karelia, and usually 
referred to in Finland as the Ladoga Karelia. The Iron Age and early Medieval period of 
the area have been researched somewhat more, especially the hillforts (e.g. Kivikoski 
1961: 155; Kočkurkina1 1982, 1995, Spiridonov 1987), but the Stone Age of Ladoga 
Karelia has been researched very little. In general, both Finnish and Russian 
archaeologists researching Stone Age in Karelia tend to focus on other areas. The 
Karelian Isthmus is closer to Helsinki and St. Petersburg and the long research tradition 
in the area helps archaeologists to come up with new research questions. On the other 
hand, in the Republic of Karelia archaeologists usually find the areas surrounding Lake 
Onega more interesting, and likewise for them those regions have a stronger research 
tradition than the shores of Lake Ladoga. All these things have left the northwestern 
shore of Ladoga if not exactly a white patch on the map of archaeology, but kind of 
overlooked and bypassed.  
 
As with all areas not researched much, the most important question is which is the cause 
and which is the effect? Maybe archaeological research is not done, since nothing has 
been found there before and therefore the prospect of interesting finds is not seen; or is 
there no interesting finds because no one has tried to find them? In my opinion, new 
Stone Age material, and therefore new information about the past, could be obtained 
from the area, if for example systematic archaeological surveying was done. 
Unfortunately, no fieldwork could be carried out within the limits of this study, but 
hopefully the results of this work could be utilized in the future in some way.   
 
                                                           
1
 The Russian names and words in this study have been transliterated according to the ISO 9 –standard 
transliteration system, unless mentioned otherwise. 
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The purpose of this study is to carry out a preliminary study on the prospects of Stone 
Age archaeology on the northwestern shore of Lake Ladoga. The starting point of my 
research was the Stone Age settlement site of Sortavala Otsoinen Ylätalo, excavated in 
1921 by Aarne Europaeus (Äyräpää since 1930). In the area known as Ladoga Karelia, 
at least north from Kurkijoki, it is almost the only Stone Age site mentioned frequently 
in Finnish literature concerning the Stone Age of Karelia (e.g. Huurre 2003). The site 
and its ceramic material are considered to be interesting also in articles written shortly 
after the discovery of the site (Ailio 1922: 72; Europaeus 1925: 37−41). In 2008 I 
studied at the Petrozavodsk State University for one semester and had the opportunity to 
carry out research in the archives of The Karelian Science Center of the Russian 
Academy of Science. I collected information about Stone Age research done in the 
Sortavala area by Russian archaeologists, especially on the sites called Meijeri I–III, 
situated near Otsoinen. Because of these sites I decided to focus on the Stone Age of the 
former parish of Sortavala. Several Stone Age stray finds had been collected from 
Sortavala in the years 1856–1940, which provided more material for my research.  
 
The borders of the former parish of Sortavala also form the borders of the research area 
of this study: The research area includes the City of Sortavala and the former parish 
(Sortavalan maalaiskunta). It was necessary to choose a clearly-defined area, the size of 
which would be suitable for a Master’s Thesis. Borders of a parish form clear 
boundaries, even though in archaeological research those kinds of boundaries are 
naturally artificial and arbitrary. Chronologically, I focus on the Stone Age and more 
specifically on the Neolithic period, since it is more represented in my study material, 
even though the Mesolithic period is also discussed when it comes up.    
 
The research questions of this study, in compacted form, are:  
- What kind of Stone Age find material exists from the research area by far? 
- What kind of things and circumstances have affected the accumulation of the 
material, what does it represent?  
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- What kind of correlation there is between the material from the sites of Otsoinen 
and Meijeri I–III and the stray find material? Do they supplement each other?  
- Where have the stray finds been found and where are the Meijeri sites located? 
What is their relation to the water level of Lake Ladoga in its different phases? 
- Where Stone Age sites or finds could be found on the basis of the information 
presented in this study? 
    
So, the aim of my thesis is to form an overview about the Stone Age material available 
from the former Sortavala parish, and then suggest some ways to study the Stone Age 
settlement in this area in the future. Possible places for finding new sites are determined 
on the basis of both the earlier find material and suitable environment. I will start by 
briefly discussing the research history of Stone Age archaeology in the research area 
and examining some theoretical points, which came up during the process of writing: 
the different culture-historical meanings attached to stone tools and the relationship 
between human culture and the environment. These themes were selected, because stray 
finds are an important material group in this study and the meaning of a stone tool as a 
magical object and an ethnographical sample has had a remarkable impact to finding 
and collecting the stone tools, during the 19th century especially. The culture-historical 
background of Stone Age tools is crucial in understanding the mechanisms of early 
artefact collecting.  
 
The relationship between humans and their environment is likewise one of the 
important threads carried in the background of this study. In archaeology, understanding 
the environment and landscape is needed in surveying, studying the subsistence and 
culture of the people, et cetera. Several theories have dealt with defining the meanings 
associated with the environment and landscape. In this study, water is the most 
important feature of environment researched. Access to water is vital for humans, and 
therefore bodies of water and shorelines as features of environment often indicate 
human occupation. Creating water level reconstructions is an essential part of research 
in which environmental reconstructions are created. Often this is combined with the 
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analysis of site exploitation territory, or site catchment analysis, which is used to 
estimate an exploitation area around a site (e.g. Zvelebil 1981; Mökkönen 2000). The 
sites and stray finds within the area can then be studied in relation to each other, their 
dating and function, forming a picture of settlement pattern and possible change that has 
happened (Mökkönen 2002; Renfrew & Bahn 1991: 224). In this study, creating water 
level reconstructions is one of the most important methods used for finding areas where 
possible Stone Age settlement could be found. The usage of actual site catchment 
analysis is left outside of this study, but it would be interesting to carry out such 
analysis on the sites of Otsoinen or Meijeri III.    
 
In chapters 3-5 I am going to present and discuss my material, the stray finds and the 
sites of Otsoinen and Meijeri. In chapter 6 the information provided by the sites and the 
stray finds will be combined with the history of water level changes in Lake Ladoga. 
Thus, I hope to be able to compare the elevations of the sites to changes in water level, 
map the finding places of the stray finds with some accuracy and thereby form some 
kind of model for searching traces of Stone Age settlement in the area. It will also be 
interesting to study the relation between the water systems and the locations of stray 
finds and the four sites.  
 
The stray finds consist of about 250 subnumbers and the purpose is not to study these 
finds in detail, but to describe briefly their artefact types and map their find locations as 
well as possible. In the framework of this study I did not have the time or resources to 
personally go through all of the stray find material. Since all the information about the 
stray finds is therefore obtained from archive sources, the artefact types cannot be 
studied with precision, and the focus is more on locating the finding areas. The artefact 
types can only be approached from the viewpoint of archival study: What kind of 
information has been perceived important when cataloguing the finds and why?  
 
The sites of Otsoinen Ylätalo and Meijeri I–III were chosen as case studies, because 
there is more information and material available about these sites, than others in the 
7 
 
area, and they also serve as exhibits of the research historical phases of the Stone Age 
archaeology in the former Finnish Karelia. Otsoinen was excavated in the 1920’s and 
the Meijeri sites were studied in the 1970’s and 1980’s by Russian archaeologists, 
mainly G. A. Pankrušev and I. F. Vitenkova. Therefore, Otsoinen is an example of 
typical Stone Age archaeology conducted in Karelia by Finnish scholars before World 
War II, and Meijeri sites represent Soviet era archaeology. Besides the fact the sites are 
situated very close to each other, alongside the same chain of lakes and bays, Otsoinen 
is not known to the Russian archaeologists and Meijeri I-III are almost unknown in 
Finland.  
 
The find material (the ceramics especially) of Otsoinen site has been analyzed in this 
study, since it was suitably sized and versatile enough, and the material could be used to 
discuss the typological and chronological problems of ceramics in the research area. For 
this reason, the find material from Otsoinen is studied more thoroughly and in detail, 
than the other materials: The diversity of the ceramic material is remarkable, and the 
site serves as an example of the possibilities one could have with Stone Age sites 
possibly situated in the area. However, in general, artefacts are not in the focus of this 
study as themselves, but as a means to reach the bigger picture. 
 
Since this study is meant to be an introduction to its subject, and a possible foundation 
for future studies, the most important method used has been the study of archives and 
cataloguing the information available. The most important sources in my study are the 
research reports about the excavations in Otsoinen (Europaeus 1921a) and Meijeri sites 
(Pankrušev 1983; Vitenkova 1990), their find material and the archive material 
concerning Sortavala parish in the topographic archive of National Board of Antiquities 
(NBA). The most important research literature is formed by concise studies of research 
history, Stone Age and geology in the research area (e.g. Ailio 1915; Vitenkova 1996a, 
1996b, 2002; Uino 1997, 2003a; Huurre 2003; Saarnisto 2003).  
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1.1 The location and geographical setting of the research area 
 
The city of Sortavala (Ru. город Сортавала) is situated on the northwestern shore of 
Lake Ladoga. The former parish of Sortavala included the countryside surrounding the 
city with altogether 66 villages before the World War II. The surface area of the parish 
was 643 km2 and it had about 20 000 inhabitants in 1938. The city of Sortavala had 
8720 inhabitants in 1938 (including the suburbs), nowadays it has about 20 500. In this 
study, the name Sortavala, or the former parish of Sortavala is used to mean the area 
inside the border of the former parish, including both the city and the surrounding area. 
Nowadays Sortavala is situated in the Republic of Karelia, which is a federal subject of 
Russia. The city of Sortavala is also the administrative centre of the Sortavala 
Metropolitan Region (Ru. Сортавальский район), which covers roughly the area of the 
former parish of Sortavala and also partly former neighbouring parishes of Harlu, 
Ruskeala, Pälkjärvi and Soanlahti. (sortavala.fi; sortavalasiti.ru.) The location of the 
research area and the most important administrative borders, place names and 
geographical formations are marked on Map 1 (Appendix I).   
 
The geography of the northern shore of Lake Ladoga is characterized by steep rocky 
cliffs, deep valleys and narrow fjord-like bays. This landscape has been formed by the 
ice sheets during the last glacial period: the glacier has pressed and ground the bedrock 
causing the softer types of stone in the bedrock to erode more, and thus forming narrow 
and deep “cracks”. When the Earth’s crust in the area has been rising due to post-glacial 
rebound, these cracks have become fjords and steep hills. (Saarnisto 2003: 36.) The hills 
situated near the shore, especially in the archipelago, often have very steep slopes of 
bare bedrock, rising directly from the water. These hills form natural refuge places, and 
many of them have been used as hillforts during the Iron Age and Early Medieval 
Period (Saksa et al. 2003: 430–435; Uino 1997: 83). The highest points in the research 
area are over 100 m above sea level (asl). The current water level of Lake Ladoga is 
about 5 m asl. The archipelago off the shore of Sortavala is dense and consists of both 
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larger islands, like Riekkalansaari and Tulolansaari2, as well as small islets further at 
open water.  
 
The bedrock in the area of Sortavala includes both older gneiss and younger slate rock 
types. The soil consists of moraine gravel and thick clay deposits formed during the end 
of the glaciation and during the time of the Baltic Ice Lake (Saarnisto 2003: 27–28, 40–
42). The bedrock and soil have been beneficial for diverse vegetation, and the varying 
altitudes have also created variable microclimates for different types of vegetation to 
grow: several plants found nowadays only north or south from Sortavala grow there as 
relics of different phases in climate history (Simola 2003: 87–89).   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                           
2
 The old Finnish place-names are used in their original written form in most of this study, because the 
Finnish pre-World War maps have been the most important map source. The Finnish place-names also 
cover a wider variety of places, some of which have not been given a Russian name. Sometimes the 
Russian place-name is also mentioned.     
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2 Behind the scenes - Research history and exploration of some themes of 
the study 
 
In this chapter a background for this study is presented by discussing the history of 
research in the area; as well as investigating some viewpoints on two main themes of 
the research. First theme is the Stone Age stray finds collected from the area of 
Sortavala. The history and problems relating to the collecting itself are described in 
chapters 3 and 6, so in here the culture-historical background of the Stone Age finds 
themselves is investigated further. Stray finds are mostly stone tools, and the research 
problems concerning ceramic material are considered in chapters 4 and 5, I chose to 
describe the different ideas and meanings affiliated with Stone Age stone tools both in 
the past and in the present. The stray find directory of Sortavala contained several finds 
catalogued only as a “magic stone” (Fi. taikakivi), the concept of which bewildered me 
and many others reading my text. The concept of magic stones serves as the starting 
point. The fact that Stone Age artefacts were thought to be objects of supernatural origin 
and to have magical abilities is important, because for centuries it affected, and was the 
reason for, the collection and preservation of Stone Age tools. The idea of stone tools as 
magic stones also opens up an opportunity to study the changes that have occurred in 
the concept of the past in Europe.  
 
My second theme relates to the Stone Age sites of Otsoinen and Meijeri, and as a 
background for discussing them I will study different theories regarding the relationship 
between humans and their environment, and the issues related to the study of Stone Age 
settlement. The meaning of environment and landscape to archaeological research was 
already briefly described in the previous chapter. In Chapter 2.3 the theories considering 
culture and environment are discussed further. For Stone Age studies, the meaning of 
environment is thought to be especially meaningful, since hunter-gatherer populations 
in traditional research have been perceived as mobile and not inclined to change their 
environment but adapting to it instead.  
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2.1 Research history of Stone Age archaeology in the area of Sortavala 
 
The research history of the former Finnish Karelia (Ceded Karelia) is divided in five 
stages by Pirjo Uino in her doctoral dissertation (Uino 1997: 42–43). First stage was the 
research done by the pioneering generations, in the years 1850–1917, when Finland was 
Grand Duchy of the Russian Empire. The main aim of research was the collection of 
material and description of culture in the ideology of the Fennoman movement and 
Karelianism. The following generation of researchers active in the years 1918–1944 
focused on the diversification of material and development of documentation. During 
this time it became important to emphasize the Western roots of the Karelian culture, 
since Nationalism was an important ideology in newly independent Finland. After the 
World War II the archaeological research of Karelia faced a time of stagnation, which 
lasted until the beginning of the 1970’s. In the 1970’s and 80’s came the new beginning 
of research, as Russian archaeologists began to carry out surveys and excavations. The 
Finnish-Soviet archaeological symposia were the beginning of the time of co-operation, 
which still continues to this day. 
 
I intend to examine the research history of Stone Age archaeology in Sortavala area in 
the frame of Uino’s model for research history. The archaeological research history of 
the Iron Age and the Medieval Period in Sortavala area is entirely another story, and 
will not be discussed here. The history of geological research in the Lake Ladoga area is 
described in Chapter 6.  
 
The first Stone Age artefacts in Sortavala were collected by H. J. Holmberg in 1855, 
during his travels in Karelia (Holmberg 1863: 10). Theodor Schvindt collected some 
artefacts in 1879 while collecting material for his book about the folklore of the 
northwestern shore of Lake Ladoga (Schvindt 1883). In 1882 Kustaa Killinen was 
commissioned by the Finnish Antiquarian Society to write an account of the antiquities 
in Sortavala parish (Killinen 1890). In Killinen’s opinion, the western and northwestern 
shore of Ladoga had been the first parts of Karelia to be inhabited “by Karelians”. Some 
of the antiquities Killinen lists in Sortavala have been later researched by 
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archaeologists: these are mostly hillforts (hillforts being probably the most well-
researched archaeological sites in Sortavala area), but the majority seems to be places 
that were only mentioned in the local folklore as cemeteries, hillforts or otherwise 
significant. These sites are probably more folklore than real archaeological sites. 
Killinen also writes about pits in the ground, which, according to him, can be found 
everywhere and sometimes contain charcoal, burnt stones or animal bones. Killinen 
assumes them to have been dwellings, since according to local folklore, in the old times 
poor people used to live in pits covered with a roof. Both Schvindt and Killinen also 
conducted small excavations during their travels.    
 
In Ailio’s work about the Stone Age settlement in Finland, two stray find locations are 
mentioned from Sortavala: Kymölä and Uusikylä (Ailio 1909: 106, 181). For some 
reason Ailio only mentions these two finds, even though about 30 Stone Age stray finds 
had already been obtained from Sortavala by the time Ailio wrote his book. The find 
from Uusikylä is a fragment of perforated stone and the find from Kymölä is a cradle-
runner shaped adze found while some construction work for the Sortavala Teachers’ 
Seminar (Fi. Sortavalan seminaari) was done. Ailio lists the find as being no. 1 in the 
Sortavala City Museum catalogue. In present day catalogues the find is listed twice: It is 
included both in the City Museum catalogue (NM 22245: 1)3 and the original National 
Museum directory (NM 11222). In the latter directory the date of record is in the year 
1940.  
 
There is a probable explanation for this double-entry: The Sortavala Teachers’ Seminar 
was founded in 1880 (Kuujo et al. 1970: 218), and likely the find was found then as 
well. The City Museum of Sortavala was founded in 1883, and the adze became the first 
catalogued stray find. In 1940 someone started to catalogue the finds of Sortavala City 
Museum to the collection of the National Museum, but they never got further than the 
first find in the catalogue. In 1984 the find was catalogued again with NM-number 
22245 along with the other finds evacuated from the Sortavala City Museum and 
                                                           
3
 The abbreviation NM is used in this study for the National Museum –cataloguing numbers (Fi. KM-
numero) given to archaeological finds.  
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deposited in the collections of the National Museum. This serves as a good example of 
the problems caused by the historical changes and events in the area of Karelia.     
 
Schvindt, Killinen and Ailio, among others, present the pioneering phase of 
archaeological research. None of the researchers of this generation really focused on the 
area, while at the same time the Karelian Isthmus could be considered as the centre of 
early archaeological work in Finland. However, during the latter half of the 19th century 
and the beginning of the 20th century interest in the past of the Finnish people was 
widespread among the people and education and enlightenment work was considered 
very important, as was the promotion of cultural events and establishments. The 
Sortavala City Museum, meant to be mainly ethnographical museum, was founded 
because of these factors: originally one of the most important assignments of the 
museum was to preserve the historical and ethnographical setting of The Kalevala 
(Takala 2010: 48).   
     
During the first decades of the 20th century (the following researcher generation), 
professional Stone Age research was not conducted in the Sortavala parish until Aarne 
Europaeus’ excavation in Otsoinen in 1921. The site became to archaeologists’ 
attention, when farmer Paavo Hyvärinen sent a letter to the Finnish Antiquarian Society 
in June of 1921 (Hyvärinen P 1921). According to Hyvärinen, “at least three” stone 
axes and some potsherds had been found from the grounds of their farm. Paavo 
Hyvärinen seems to have been genuinely excited about finding a Stone Age site, even 
though he reported about it a bit late: The Hyvärinen family had already found Stone 
Age artefacts in their fields for a long time.  According to Europaeus’s report (1921a: 
2), the first potsherds had been found in the site when the Hyvärinen family had set up a 
vegetable patch, when “several baskets full of potsherds had been taken to the 
Hyvärinen house”. The potsherds had been given to children to play with. Europaeus 
also mentions an issue of the newspaper Karjalan Ääni, published on 21th of June in 
1921, which had featured a story about the site. The story was that old farmer Matti 
Hyvärinen had found “the stone foundation of a house” while practicing slash and burn 
cultivation on the site. In the directory of stray finds there are several artefacts found 
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from Otsoinen and Kuokkaniemi villages already in the late 1800’s, some of them 
having been found from land owned by Hyvärinen family.  
  
The excavation was decided to carry out, because Otsoinen was considered as a 
promising and interesting site, which could provide new information especially on the 
relation of Stone Age settlement and the water level changes in the area (Europaeus 
1921a; 1925). It was also remarkable that Otsoinen was the first noticeable Stone Age 
settlement site on the northern shore of Ladoga. Aarne Europaeus was sent to excavate 
the site as a part of his research trip to Karelia, during which Europaeus also had other 
sites to excavate. (Europaeus 1921a: 1; 1925: 37.) Europaeus saw Otsoinen as an 
interesting site because of the ceramics and the relation between the site and the finds to 
the water level changes in Lake Ladoga (Europaeus 1921a; 1925).  
 
During the excavation at Otsoinen Europaeus also surveyed the vicinity of the site and 
wrote down folktales and legends considering the nearby areas (Europaeus 1921c). 
Most of the tales were about places used for hiding during war or rumours of buried 
treasures. According to folktales, there was also an old cemetery south from the River 
Kuokkajoki, where bones and cross-pendants had been found. Europaeus also went to 
see a cave situated near the site of Otsoinen (mentioned also in Hyvärinen 1921) and 
wrote down a legend about the cave, according to which there used to be iron gates at 
the cave, but people threw them in Lake Lavijärvi when they were going hiding during 
the Greater Wrath (Fi. isoviha) period (1714–1721) of the Great Northern War. 
 
Until the beginning of the World War II, some small excavations were carried out in 
Sortavala parish during surveying or collecting artefacts. For example, in 1938 Esko 
Sarasmo allegedly excavated in Nukuttalahti area, and found four stone artefacts and 12 
quartz flakes (NM 10823: 1–5). However, there is no report of Sarasmo’s expedition in 
the archive of the National Board of Antiquities. The field where Sarasmo excavated 
was apparently situated near the level-ground cremation burial site of Nukuttalahti 
Rantala Pusuniemi (Uino 1997: 328-329).    
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Archaeological research on the area stopped in the autumn of 1939 when the Winter 
War started. The Sortavala City Museum was evacuated and the collections sent to 
Kitee, Joensuu and Savonlinna, and eventually to Ilmajoki. In 1941 the Finnish troops 
reoccupied the area of Sortavala, but the museum collections were not moved back. 
After the war the collections were deposited in the North Karelian Museum in Joensuu 
(ethnographical and historical artefacts) and in the National Museum in Helsinki 
(archaeological artefacts). (Takala 2010: 58–66.) During the optimistic atmosphere of 
the beginning of the Continuation War the historical and ethnographical research of the 
new conquered areas was probably seen more interesting, than work on the reoccupied 
areas. When the front moved further east beyond the previous borders of Finland, some 
areas formerly belonging to Soviet Union ended up on Finland’s side of the border. 
Some archaeological work was also done in these areas during the occupation: Ella 
Kivikoski researched Iron Age on the eastern shore of Lake Ladoga, and Äyräpää and 
Ville Luho excavated several Stone Age sites around Petrozavodsk and Kondupoga. 
(Uino 1997: 38, 2003a: 138; Nordqvist & Seitsonen 2008: 41–42.)   
 
During the 1950’s and 1960’s archaeological research in Sortavala area was almost non-
existent, even though archaeologists from Petrozavodsk excavated at several Stone Age 
sites in the other parts of the Republic of Karelia. However, in 1960 G. A. Pankrušev 
excavated at least at two sites in Sortavala area: Meijeri (later renamed Meijeri I) and an 
Early Neolithic site called Sortavala, which was apparently situated on the outskirts of 
the city (Pankrušev 1978a: 111; 1978b: 90).  
 
In the 1970’s and 1980’s the active archaeological research, both on the Karelian 
Isthmus and in the Republic of Karelia, was focusing on the Iron Age and Medieval. In 
the Republic of Karelia there was little more Stone Age research done than in Leningrad 
oblast. Besides Sortavala, Stone Age was surveyed and excavated in the former parishes 
of Hiitola, Lumivaara, Jaakkima and Salmi. The most important researchers were V. F. 
Filatova, G. A. Pankrušev and I. F. Vitenkova. (Uino 2003a: 142.) The branch of the 
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Russian Academy of Science situated in Petrozavodsk conducted archaeological 
expeditions for example in 1982 and 1989, during which they also covered the area of 
Sortavala and excavated at the sites Meijeri II and III (Pankrušev 1983; Vitenkova 
1990).  
 
Finnish archaeologists have been able to do archaeological research in Karelia since the 
late 1980’s. Especially since the 1990’s the research of Stone Age has been active and 
efficient on the Karelian Isthmus, where several co-operated projects have been carried 
out by Finnish and Russian archaeologists. In the area of the Republic of Karelia 
research has been conducted mainly in the parishes of Hiitola and Kurkijoki (e.g. 
Seitsonen & Gerasimov 2008), but in northern parts very little. The North Karelian 
Museum in Joensuu has done a survey, which also covered the River Jänisjoki area in 
the Republic of Karelia. Several previously unknown Early Mesolithic sites were 
discovered during the survey (Forsberg 2006). In the summer of 2011 excavation team 
from Lahti City Museum, led by Hannu Takala, did test excavations at Stone Age sites 
in the former parish of Impilahti, and they are planning to continue the project in co-
operation with archaeologists from Petrozavodsk (Lahden kaupunginmuseo).   
 
 
2.2 The many lives of the stray finds – Magic stones, archaeological artefacts, tools 
 
The aims of this part are, firstly, to discuss the concept and definition of the term stray 
find, and secondly to study the most common type of stray find, a Stone Age stone tool, 
as a culture-historical item with different meanings attached to it during its existence.    
 
In The Concise Oxford Dictionary of Archaeology (Darvill 2002) the term stray find is 
defined as:  
“An archaeological object found by chance and with little or no associated archaeological 
context.”  
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In this definition both the physical setting of the find and the manner of finding are 
considered important: Stray find is found more or less accidentally, not while 
intentionally looking for archaeological material in a survey or an excavation; and the 
circumstances of the finding are somewhat obscure, possibly leading to only a vague 
concept of the exact finding spot. The term “loose find” is sometimes used 
interchangeably with stray find, sometimes it is considered to carry different 
connotations. In Finnish irtolöytö is commonly used for out-of-context finds. The term 
hajalöytö is sometimes used for finds that seem more random (for further discussion 
and classification of stray finds, see for example Nordqvist 2005, with references).   
 
As a matter of fact, stray finds do have a context they belong to, but it can be difficult to 
determine or entirely invisible. For example, stray finds obtained in seemingly random 
locations, not in vicinity of any archaeological sites et cetera, may have ended up in 
their find place as a cache or offering, or simply as a lost object. In these cases, the 
context of the find is related to the way it was originally deposited into the ground. 
Those circumstances are often untraceable via archaeological methods. In other cases, 
stray find may have originally been part of the context of a dwelling place or a 
cemetery, but the information has been lost or gone unnoticed by the finder.  
 
The information available about the finding place and the circumstances of the finding 
varies considerably depending on the time of the finding, the finder and other matters. 
Therefore, in my opinion the term stray find can be used as an umbrella term to 
encompass all the different varieties of finds outside the category of excavation finds. 
Finds collected during systematic surveys commonly do have a known context and they 
are often used to indicate sites. These kinds of finds should probably not be called stray 
finds, since the important feature of being found as a “stray”, like an orphan, is missing. 
Survey finds in this sense have more in common with excavation finds. The stray finds 
from Sortavala parish include finds obtained via different ways and finding 
circumstances.           
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People have always accidentally found material remains of former human inhabitation, 
and these finds have commonly inspired people to come up with stories and myths. 
Objects found in the ground have been often given magical properties. Polished stone 
tools, thought to be “tips of lightning” or otherwise related to thunder, were used in 
magic and healing. (Huurre 2003: 168–169.) There are these kinds of stone tools also in 
the catalogue of Sortavala stray finds. They are usually catalogued as “magic stones” or 
there is a remark “used as a magical object” (Fi. taikakalu). The latter have sometimes 
still been recognizable as Stone Age tools at the time of cataloguing. However, it seems 
kind of strange that the persons who catalogued the finds seem to have paid much more 
attention to the fact that the stone has been a “magic stone” than to the fact that it has 
been a Stone Age artefact. In the case of some of the magic stones, it is probable that the 
stones have been just natural stones, perhaps of strange shape or colour, and the marks 
of knapping or scratching visible on them could have been resulted in the magical use. 
At some point during the different phases of these stones’ lives as museum artefacts 
they have ended up in the same category than Stone Age tools.    
 
The large number of “magic stones” in the collection of Sortavala City Museum is 
caused by the fact that originally the museum was focused on collecting especially 
ethnographic artefacts, tools for magical purposes among them (Takala 2010: 48). This 
also explains, why in most cases, there is no any other information, besides the use as a 
magical tool. In this case, the artefacts listed as “magic stones” could have been 
considered more important as ethnographic artefacts, than archaeological. Apparently, 
in some cases the magical use has caused so much modifying (e.g. scratching 
pentagrams on the surface, knapping of pieces, polishing) has damaged the artefact so 
much, that its original artefact type could not be defined anymore. In the description of 
some stray finds in the catalogues, this is probably referred to with the expression 
“damaged” (Fi. tärvelty).     
 
Archaeological finds from Sortavala are mentioned in the literature for the first time in 
the first part of Förteckning och Afbildningar af Finska Fornlämningar by H. J. 
Holmberg (1863). Holmberg worked at the Museum of Imperial Alexander University 
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(the collections of which are now in the National Museum), and based his study on the 
archaeological collections of the University. Holmberg concentrated on cataloguing the 
archaeological finds stored in the collections of the University and private collectors. 
(Holmberg 1863: 7–10.) The study also includes pictures of the finds and a map on their 
finding locations. The total amount of Stone Age finds is 629, 48 of which are from the 
province of Vyborg. Four of these finds have been collected from the parish of 
Sortavala (ibid. 22–25).  
 
Holmberg (1863: 10) states, that the first time he ever saw Stone Age artefacts from 
Finland mentioned, it was in a description of the marble quarries around Sortavala4, 
published by pastor Samuel Alopaeus in 1787. According to Holmberg, Alopaeus wrote 
that so-called thunderstones (Ge. Donnerkeile) have been often found from the ground 
and they usually contain markings scratched on the surface by a knife. Besides these 
stones, also some “figure stones” resembling animals had been found. Alopaeus, 
naturally not understanding the Stone Age origin of these items, seemed to have valued 
them solely as curiosities of nature (Muurimäki 1982: 61), or perhaps because their use 
as magical objects made them ethnographical items. Holmberg travelled in Karelia in 
1855 and collected over 30 different stone tools. The directory of Stone Age stray finds 
in the archive of the National Board of Antiquities includes three finds collected by 
Holmberg from the parish of Sortavala. When collecting these artefacts, Holmberg 
faced some troubles: people considered them magical and believed that the artefacts 
were thunderstones, tips of lightning, and had fallen from heaven during thunderstorms. 
Therefore they were reluctant to give them away. (Holmberg 1863: 10.) 
 
As Holmberg writes, Alopaeus had understood the stone tools only as magical objects 
holding some ethnographical interest. This was a common point of view during the 18th 
century. The concept of Stone Age as the earliest phase of human history when stone 
was the predominant raw material of tools, was only constructed in 1836 (Trigger 2007: 
                                                           
4
 The Otrakkala marble quarry was founded in the parish of Ruskeala in 1769. Otrakkala marble was 
used in several building projects in St. Petersburg, for example St. Isaacs Cathedral and the interiors of 
The Winter Palace.  Nowadays the quarry is a tourist attraction. (www.all-carelia.ru.) 
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123). According to Bruce G. Trigger, two most important factors behind the recognition 
of stone tools as tools and the discovery of Stone Age itself were the European 
exploration of foreign continents beginning in the 16th century and the progress in 
geological research especially in the 19th century. These factors broadened the world of 
European scientists both geographically and chronologically, and eventually helped 
them to break from the biblical concept of Earth history and creationism (Trigger 2007: 
92, 121).  
 
In the biblical time span of history, the Genesis was interpreted literally: The world was 
created only some millennia ago, the whole mankind originated in the Garden of Eden 
and humans knew how to practice agriculture and produce iron tools almost from the 
beginning (Trigger 2007: 49–52.) When Stone Age tools and pottery were found, they 
were assumed to have a supernatural origin instead of being manmade: for example, in 
East European folklore prehistoric ceramic vessels were thought to “have grown 
spontaneously from the Earth” (ibid. 85, 92).  
 
When Europeans first came to contact with the native peoples of America, who used 
only stone tools, it was assumed that even though the ancestors of the Amerindians had 
known agriculture and metallurgy, the further they had migrated from the Garden of 
Eden, the more they had degenerated and eventually resorted to make tools out of stone 
and become “savages” also in moral and social sense. However, several scientists soon 
noted the similarities between the “thunderstones” found from Europe and the tools 
used by the indigenous people of America and proposed that the ancestors of the 
European people had not always known how to make iron tools. This new theory did 
not necessarily mean that the biblical view would have been forsaken right away. 
(Trigger 2007: 92–97; Aurasmaa 2002: 77.) 
 
The beliefs and folklore about the Stone Age artefacts as thunderstones and their 
magical abilities were still widespread among the common people during the 19th 
century and even in the beginning of the 20th century, also in Finland and in Sortavala. 
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According to folklore, thunderstones can be found in the ground after thunderstorms. 
They were thought to protect from fire, strikes of lightning and other mishaps, and heal 
a great variety of illnesses and pains. For healing purposes the surface of the stones was 
sometimes scratched to produce fine powder, which would then be mixed with food or 
drink. Quite often magical signs, like pentagrams, were scratched or drawn on the 
surface. (Huurre 2003: 168–169; Muhonen 2006: 8–9.) As protective talismans, stone 
tools were sometimes kept in the attic or the roof of a house, and sometimes they were 
even built in while constructing chimneys or foundations (Huurre 2003: 168).  
 
Thunderstones were considered valuable and the difficulties described by Holmberg 
were commonly faced by artefact collectors: People did not admit they had Stone Age 
artefacts in their possession or tried to distract the collectors by telling on their 
neighbours’ stashes of stone tools (Huurre 2003: 169; Muhonen 2006: 13). Kustaa 
Killinen recounts in his account of the antiquities in Sortavala parish (Killinen 1890), 
that for example, when Stone Age artefacts were collected for Sortavala City Museum 
in the parish of Uukuniemi, an old woman had hidden a bag full of adzes, because she 
was afraid that the objects would be taken away. 
 
The cabinets of curiosities of the Renaissance often included also archaeological 
artefacts, even stone tools. The items were specifically chosen on the basis of their 
“powers”: the collection was supposed to form the miniature of the universe and each 
item to represent certain idea. Historical objects were also thought to contain special 
abilities depending on the person they were believed to have belonged, in the same way 
that Medieval relics were thought to be able to do miracles, because of their relation to 
saints. (Aurasmaa 2002: 81, 92–99.)  If the use of stone tools as “magic stones” is seen 
in the light of magical thinking, they can be considered as relics of the Stone Age 
people. Timo Muhonen (2006: 6) has pointed out that the tradition to affiliate magical 
powers with Stone Age tools has probably started already during the Iron Age, since 
Stone Age artefacts are sometimes found in later contexts (e.g. burials).  
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During the 18th and 19th centuries Europe became more industrialized, mineral 
prospecting and mining became more efficient and therefore more and more fossils 
were found. This development finally culminated in the discovery of the previously 
unimagined chronological depth of the Earth’s history and the length of human 
existence. Only after these changes, the stone tools became archaeological artefacts 
instead of curiosities or ethnographic objects. (Trigger 2007: 121; Muhonen 2006: 12–
13.)  
 
In archaeology, stone tools have been commonly organized in groups and typological 
sequences based on their original purpose, shape and other features. Stone tools have 
not been as important in defining different cultures as ceramics, but certain types of 
tools are usually attached to certain archaeological cultures, also during the Neolithic: 
for example, the boat-shaped axe symbolizes the Corded Ware culture (e.g. Edgren 
1992: 91), even more so than the Corded Ware ceramics themselves. In this analogy, the 
former “magic stones” are not anymore a symbol of supernatural power, but a symbol 
for representing certain archaeological cultures.   
 
In the first studies about the Stone Age of Finland (Holmberg 1863; Aspelin 1885), the 
focus is clearly more on the comparison of stone tools to ethnographical samples, than 
in the typology. However, Aspelin sees stone tools as markers of certain cultures. He 
uses the typology and distribution of Stone Age tools as a basis for his theory about two 
cultural spheres in Finland during the Stone Age (Aspelin 1885: 24–33). Commonly, in 
archaeological literature Stone Age tools are seen from two main viewpoints: As items 
that can be used to tell something about their chronological or cultural background, 
and/or as works of art, if they are interpreted to be esthetically pleasing.  
 
However, archaeology has no means to actually reach the thoughts and ideas of the 
people whose material culture it is investigating. It is impossible to say with total 
confidence, what did a stone tool mean or represent to the persons who made and used 
it. It can be assumed that an item or an artefact has and has had multiple meanings 
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during its existence. The representations of material culture are also symbols: To people 
of different cultural and social backgrounds the messages given by an artefact can be 
totally different, as well as the way to categorize objects (e.g. Sofaer 2007: 89). 
 
When a Stone Age stone tool, perhaps originally found as a stray find in Sortavala area, 
is now on display in a museum, as a culture-historical object the tool encompasses all 
meanings and purposes it has ever had: Made for some purpose during the Stone Age, 
perhaps used later as a “magic stone” making it also an ethnographical item, found by 
archaeologists, categorized into a certain group, use and culture. Different ideas and 
thoughts have been and are connected to it by everyone who has seen it. Therefore, 
according to Muhonen (2006: 13–14), a stone tool can be perceived as a modern-day 
curiosity: it is an example of a millennia-long cycle of science and religion used to 
explain the world, which are not necessarily contradictive explanation models (e.g. 
Malinowski 1984/1948: 86).   
 
The change of world view from magical to scientific and several meanings associated 
with stone tools are definitely factors that have had an impact on the collecting of Stone 
Age stone artefacts in Sortavala area (as well as in other places). In addition, the 
folklore considering thunderstones and the magical abilities of stone tools has been rich 
and long-preserving in the Sortavala region and the Ladoga Karelia5. In the stray find 
catalogue there were several finds listed as magic stones from Sortavala parish, but even 
more from the neighbouring parish of Jaakkima. Many finds listed simply as adzes or 
axes also had the side notion that pentagrams had been scratched on them. The 
scratching of pentagrams has also been very common in the parishes of Jaakkima and 
Impilahti (Huurre 2003: 168–169).  
 
                                                           
5
 The folklore relating to the so-called “Thing-stones of snakes” (Fi. käärmeiden käräjäkivet) has also 
been collected from Sortavala, Impilahti, Suistamo and Uukuniemi. These stones were sometimes round 
natural stones, but they could be also Stone Age tools. The stones were thought to be used by snakes in 
their meetings (things) and contain magical abilities (Huurre 2003: 168‒169).  
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When this tradition of thunderstones and other magic relating to the stone tools is taken 
account for, many problems considering the Sortavala stray finds are seen in a new 
light. The amount of magic stones and remarks about magical use in the stray find 
catalogues and the uneven and patchy information available about the finding 
circumstances of the finds can result from this background. In conclusion, one could say 
that folklore and the belief in magic stones have even had their influence on the results 
of this study.             
 
 
2.3 Different views on the Stone Age settlement – Humans and their environment, 
environment and culture, archaeology and the surrounding society 
 
In this study the environmental factors are discussed in Chapter 6 in relation to the 
water level changes. In archaeological research the role of environment easily shrinks to 
mere surrounding; a tapestry, in front of which the settlement and the material culture is 
discussed. The purpose of this chapter is to study the meaning of environment and to 
discuss the theories about the roles environment and landscapes have and have had in 
archaeological research. In addition, the research history of Finnish Stone Age studies 
has been affected by certain ideological disputes and changes of paradigms, and 
therefore the relationship between archaeological research and the society surrounding it 
is also discussed at the end of this chapter.  
 
Geography and the study of landscapes have always been significant in archaeology. In 
surveying, certain landscape and vegetation are commonly connected to certain types of 
archaeological sites. It is also important to visualize how the environment has looked 
like during different phases of human history, since the landscape surrounding a human 
habitation can tell a lot about the economy and subsistence of people. This point of view 
is already eminent in some early works on the Stone Age in Finland. Julius Ailio’s 
study Die steinzeitliche Wohnplatzfunde in Finland, published in 1909 includes 
discussion about the relation of Stone Age sites to their environment, especially bodies 
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of water (Ailio 1909: 1). Ailio was one of the first archaeologists in Finland, who was 
interested in natural sciences and geology. However, the importance of environment to 
human culture and society was already acknowledged during the 19th century. The type 
of environment was thought to have an impact on society: For example, the harder the 
natural circumstances the more demanding it is for people to live there, thus a society 
evolves to higher level when more effort is needed to survive (Trigger 2007: 167).       
 
In processual archaeology the environment is considered important for similar reasons 
than in the Evolutionist archaeology of the 19th century. Human actions are seen to be 
influenced by the environment, and in its core human culture and society derive from 
reacting to environment and the boundaries it sets. Humans have basic needs, for 
example subsistence, and successful subsistence strategies require adaptation to one’s 
environment. All other cultural and social aspects then build onto the adaptation and the 
relationship between humans and their environment. By studying the environmental 
changes, archaeologists should be able to reconstruct also the cultural processes that 
have happened in a human society, since human actions themselves follow certain 
universal laws regardless of culture and are therefore predictable. (Trigger 2007: 394–
395.)  
 
Indisputably, human actions and even the whole culture of certain people are partly 
constructed via adaptation to the environment. Climate and available subsistence 
strategies do have an impact on even the spiritual side of a culture: traditions, religion 
and customs. On the other hand, simply by looking around one can see that cultural 
norms are not entirely dependent on the environment, or actually that cultural norms 
have evolved on the basis of something else than the environment and that they are 
followed regardless of the requirements of the environment. For example, during the 
summer it can be hot enough for people to go unclothed, but the cultural norms of the 
society require people to be dressed when in public. Therefore it seems that cultural 
norms and peer pressure can affect the clothing more than the actual climate or 
environment. Whether or not to wear clothes during the summer is of course not strictly 
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related to the subsistence or survival, but a person’s survival is usually also linked to 
their acceptance by the surrounding community.    
 
So, the environment is an important factor, but the origin of cultural norms and other 
structures of society can be found from more complex interpretations of the 
environment. The culture is constructed by psychological factors, often difficult to 
access through archaeological material, and the reasons behind people’s actions can 
seem irrational to a person not familiar with these factors. According to Ian Hodder 
(1992: 84), culture should be seen as a medium through which the adaptation to 
environment is conducted, rather than the consequence of it or a hindrance to a more 
successful adaptation. In the study of Stone Age settlement, simply reconstructing the 
ancient landscape per se does not necessarily provide enough information for 
understanding the culture and society of the people. What the people thought their 
environment was like and what meanings did they attach to it is more important 
question than what was the environment like, when one wishes to study the cultural and 
social aspects of the relation between the settlement and its environment (Trigger 2007: 
482). Changing environment or cyclical changes that occur in nature do have an impact 
on the culture of the people living there (Chapman 1997: 35), but even then the 
landscape is understood subjectively and can hold several, also contradictory, meanings 
which are very difficult to grasp (ibid. 31; Children & Nash 1997: 1).  
 
Unfortunately, this evokes the same problem already discussed in relation to the stone 
artefacts: If human actions and the material representations of culture are always the 
products of immaterial psychological processes untraceable via archaeological methods, 
how is it then possible to formulate any theories about the past? Hodder (1992: 127–
128) proposes an answer to this dilemma: Archaeology itself should be seen as a 
cultural and social product as well as a science. Unlike in natural sciences, objective 
truth about the past cannot be provided, since archaeology and the interpretations of the 
past are always affected by the social and cultural environment of the archaeologists. 
Actually, no scientific research, including archaeology, can be considered truly 
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objective or detached from the society around it, nor is it realistic to think it has ever 
been or ever will be that way.  
 
According to Trigger (2007: 484), current topics of interest and the worldview of today 
affect archaeological research, but that can happen unconsciously as well as 
consciously. In the study of the history of science, internalist viewpoint is commonly 
more approved. Internalist approach to research history means that the changes in e.g.  
archaeological thinking are thought to derive from scientific debates and the internal 
development of archaeology itself, while in externalist viewpoint the changes in 
paradigms of science are seen to be influenced by social, economic and political trends 
(Trigger 2007: 25). Since science exists in interaction with the society, history of 
science should be viewed more in externalist light6.  
 
Some ideological and historical changes have had significant influence on the way the 
past has been perceived (further discussed in Kunnas 2008 and 2010). Some of these 
points should be discussed also in relation to the study of Stone Age settlement and the 
relation between humans and their environment.  
 
For decades the Stone Age settlement pattern was considered very mobile with people 
adapting to their environment instead of attempting to change it. From the 1990’s 
onwards the picture of Stone Age settlement began to change:the Stone Age society 
started to be seen more ambiguous, large and complicated structures showing attempts 
to change the environment, and the level of sedentism was discussed.  Most 
importantly, the researchers learned to recognize dwelling depressions as the remains of 
semi-subterranean Stone Age houses (e.g. Karjalainen 1996, 1999; Räihälä 1996; Nuñez 
& Okkonen 1999; Pesonen 2002; Leskinen 2002: 159–168). After the Stone Age 
settlement sites with many large dwelling depressions have been considered villages, 
                                                           
6
 Some researchers of social sciences perceive internalism and externalism as supplementary 
approaches instead of contradictory. According to Veikko Pietilä (1997: 23-24), it can be difficult to tell 
the factors depending on the society apart from the ones resulting in researcher’s own point of view. 
Therefore internalist and externalist factors guide the trends of science as intertwined.      
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also the social and cultural dimensions of Stone Age have been discussed (e.g. 
Lappalainen 2007; Mökkönen 2009b, 2010; 2011; Vaneeckhout 2009a, 2009b), and the 
subsistence strategies of Neolithic Stone Age have been rethought to have included also 
small-scale agriculture and pastoralism (e.g. Mökkönen 2009a; Mannermaa & 
Deckwirth 2010).     
 
For a long time the direct ancestors of the Finnish people were thought to only have 
come to the area of the present day Finland during the Iron Age. Therefore the Stone 
Age of Finland was not considered to be part of the Finnish people’s past (Fewster 
1999: 18). This theory was originally proposed by Alfred Hackman in 19057. The 
theory mainly related to Western and Southern Finland, since in inland of Finland the 
human habitation was perceived to have continued incessantly from the Stone Age 
onwards. (Luho 1948: 75–76; Edgren 1999: 311–312.)       
 
According to Derek Fewster (1999: 17), the Finnish Stone Age was researched during 
the time before the World War II and some results were published, but unlike the Iron 
Age, Stone Age was not interesting in the eyes of the public or the government. The 
people then living in Finland had been foreigners and then disappeared before the 
ancestors of the Finnish people arrived; therefore the Stone Age was not important in 
relation to the present Finnish people and their culture. However, not all of the 
researchers of the early 20th century agreed with the migration theory. For example, 
Julius Ailio criticized Aspelin’s and Hackman’s view (Ailio 1909: 105–109). Fewster 
proposes that Ailio’s involvement in politics affected his opinions about the Stone Age. 
Ailio was an active member of the Finnish Social Democratic Party and even briefly 
held the office of Minister for Education. While the Iron Age was ideologically 
                                                           
7
 The polarization of Pre-Historic Finland into Western (Germanic) and Eastern (Sami) cultural spheres is 
already mentioned by Aspelin (1885: 25‒33). He also maintained that “the tribe of Finns” migrated first 
to different areas around the Baltic Sea and Lake Ladoga, and then to present-day Finland after the year 
375 AD, where they succeeded the previous Germanic inhabitants of Western Finland while inland 
remained inhabited by the Sami people (ibid. 54‒59).   
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important to the nationalistic, right-wing Finland, Ailio preferred to study Stone Age8 
and promote the theory of continuing, incessant inhabitation to highlight his own 
political and ideological principles. (Fewster 1999: 17–18.)   
 
In Fewster’s opinion, the Finnish Stone Age was only “rediscovered” and became 
visible in public view during the 1980’s, when the Finnish Stone Age became ethnically 
Finnish, part of the history of the Finns, and therefore interesting. Even though I agree 
with Fewster in some points, in my opinion the research of the Stone Age during the 
early 20th century cannot be perceived as marginal and uninteresting. It was especially 
during the first decades of the 20th century, when the excavation and documentation 
methods of Stone Age sites were outstandingly developed, mostly due to large 
excavations of settlement sites on the Karelian Isthmus by Ailio, Kaarle Soikkeli and 
Sakari Pälsi (Uino 1997: 32). Fewster’s opinion about the Stone Age research also 
overemphasizes the impact of ideologies can have on scientific work.  
 
It could be that doing research on the outside of the “official” ideology of the society 
was easier and offered more scientific independence than focusing on the themes used 
to build the national identity. It is also important to understand the difference between 
the everyday work of the scientific community and the political rhetoric of the time. 
When history is perceived from the point of view of the present time, ideological factors 
can seem more prominent than they ever were in the real everyday life.  
 
For example, Aarne Europaeus was excavating in Otsoinen in 1921. During that time 
nationalistic tendencies were getting more common in archaeology and according to the 
migration theory, the Stone Age inhabitants of Otsoinen would not have been ethnically 
Finnish and would be therefore uninteresting. However, in Europaeus’s own writings 
about Otsoinen there is no discussion about the ethnicity or cultural background of the 
people. In my opinion, it is clear that most researchers (both then and now) simply 
                                                           
8
 However, Ailio was also interested in the Iron Age and the Medieval. He published works e.g. about the 
typology of oval tortoise brooches (Ailio 1922b) and Medieval castles (ibid. 1901; 1905).   
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conduct their research concentrating on the past and not paying that much attention to 
the prevailing ideologies or current tendencies. Even if they were, like Ailio, politically 
active in their private lives, it is not necessarily so that the personal ideologies really 
affected their work as archaeologists. In most cases, the infiltration of current politics or 
the issues of society to the archaeological research is unconscious. Of course, in some 
cases it can be deliberate. In the same way, the Meijeri sites were studied by Soviet 
archaeologists, but no Marxist tendencies can be detected in the reports or publications, 
even though in some Soviet archaeological literature, published during the time Meijeri 
sites were excavated,  political connotations can be found (e.g. Kirpičnikov 1979: 52–
73; Kočkurkina 1982: 7).   
 
In conclusion, neither should the bond between archaeology as a science and the society 
be ignored, nor the influence of ideologies on the results of the research overplayed. 
Also present time archaeologists should be aware of the impact of the society and the 
current ideologies on the work done today. Usually, the current ideologies and the 
nature of our society can only be seen in hindsight: in the future some tendencies 
perhaps prevalent in today’s archaeological work can be observed more clearly.  
 
As for the theories concerning the relationship between human settlement and the 
surrounding natural environment, one can research landscape models while simply 
ignoring the cultural dimensions: certain things are necessary for humans in order to 
survive and certain features indicate them in the landscape (e.g. Schlanger 1992).  In 
order to successfully survey, it is not necessary to really take into consideration the 
cognitive processes of the people that once lived there. In reality, most of the fieldwork 
is done in this way; usually there simply are no resources or time. Thus the research 
often tends to focus on more practical questions about the ancient society: for example 
simply finding out where they lived and when, instead of why, and what did they think 
about it. Neither can this study, unfortunately, combine practical and theoretical aspects 
in a satisfying way, but they remain as separate bodies of work, supporting and 
supplementing each other.   
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According to Hodder (1992: 130), professional archaeologists are divided in the camps 
of theorists and diggers by an insuperable gap. Hopefully, the gap could be crossed, 
since for both camps there could be a lot to gain from one another. In my opinion, 
theoretical framework is needed in good fieldwork to give background and to prove the 
researcher knows what they are doing. Likewise, the theory of archaeology cannot be 
understood as such, detached from the everyday hands-on work of archaeologists. The 
nature of archaeology itself is twofold: as a branch of the humanities it seeks to answer 
the question why, but that can only be found out after answering the questions what, 
where and when. Answers to the latter questions are often only obtained by using 
methods and phrasing of the natural sciences.  
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3 Stone Age stray finds from Sortavala parish 
 
Information on the Stone Age stray finds from Sortavala parish was available in several 
different sources in the topographic archive of the National Board of Antiquities. All the 
information about the stray finds has been gathered by using only archive material; no 
further analysis of the finds themselves has been committed.  
 
The Sortavala stray finds can be divided in three groups on the basis of their original 
storage place. Firstly, there are the finds sent to and catalogued by the National Museum 
consisting of 49 subnumbers and collected between the years 1856 and 1940. The 
second group includes finds collected at the same time but originally deposited to the 
Sortavala City Museum and transferred to the collection of the National Museum after 
the World War II. All these finds were catalogued under the NM-number 22245 in 1984 
and include 173 subnumbers. Lastly, the third group is formed by finds that were kept 
by other establishments, such as schools or other museums, or by private persons. The 
current whereabouts of these finds are in most cases unknown. The third group 
included: Four even-bladed adzes and one axe found from Kuokkaniemi and deposited 
in Vyborg City Museum in 1897, five adzes from undisclosed locations in Sortavala and 
Jaakkima kept in Statens historiska museum in Stockholm, four artefacts kept in 
Mellonen Elementary School in Sortavala, one adze and several potsherds left to 
Hyvärinen house in Otsoinen village after Europaeus’s excavation and an adze left in 
possession of Sirkku Lyytikäinen in Sammatsaari.  
 
Information about stray finds possibly obtained from the area after the year 1940 could 
unfortunately not be found. It is likely, that people living in Sortavala region have found 
Stone Age artefacts also during the last seven decades, but it is less likely that they have 
found their way to archaeologists’ hands or museums. Also, traditionally stray finds 
were found during certain activities in the fields and in the forests. Finding stray finds in 
the fields has decreased everywhere after farmers started ploughing fields and clearing 
land with machines.  
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Without the traditional agriculture, nowadays most of the stray finds found outside 
surveys come from construction sites or are just randomly found. If stray finds had been 
found in these ways in the Sortavala area, no authorities probably have been informed 
about them. In Finland there has been a strong tradition of delivering antiquities to 
museums by common people, but in Russia there perhaps is not that kind of tradition. 
Still, if active informing of people would be done in the area, perhaps some local people 
interested in finding stray finds could be contacted. At least on the Karelian Isthmus 
some active stray find collectors have been providing interesting finds also during the 
later decades (see e.g. Mökkönen & Nordqvist 2006).  However, in the framework of 
this study, only stray finds collected between the years 1856–1940 are discussed.  
 
The aim of this chapter is to draw together information about the stray finds found from 
Sortavala and to examine the picture this information forms. First, the information given 
in the stray find catalogues about the artefact types is discussed and secondly the 
geographical distribution of the finds is studied. The information available about the 
stray finds is presented in tables in Appendix VI.   
 
 
3.1 The collectors in Sortavala parish 
 
Most of the stray finds discovered in the late 19th century and in the beginning of the 
20th century were found while clearing the ground, ploughing, harvesting or otherwise 
tending the fields or working outside. Sometimes finders sent these finds or the 
information about them to museum themselves, but more often artefacts were gathered 
from people and then brought to museums by collectors, who could be professional 
archaeologists, ethnographers and historians, or local individuals (teachers, doctors, 
etc.) interested in history and folklore.  
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The first stray finds listed in the collections of the National Museum (NM 168, 169, 
170) are three stone artefacts collected by H. J. Holmberg in 1856. After that there are 
three adzes collected by Theodor Schvindt in 1879 and 1884. Famous ethnographer U. 
T. Sirelius is mentioned in the catalogue to have brought to the museum an adze found 
in Kuokkaniemi village. Sirelius had a summer house in Jaakkima parish and he used to 
investigate and photograph archaeological sites nearby (Uino 2003: 130). In the 
catalogue of Stone Age finds from Jaakkima parish several artefacts are collected by 
him.   
 
The first non-professional collector visible in the Stone Age find catalogue is Johan 
Kauppi. Kauppi was a book store keeper from Kurkijoki, (Uino 2003: 130); he collected 
many archaeological and historical objects from both Ladoga Karelia and the Karelian 
Isthmus. Kauppi was active in the end of the 19th century.  
 
The most productive collectors in Sortavala were Oskar Adolf Hainari (1856–1910, 
Forsström until 1906) and his wife Tilma Hainari (née Hagan, 1861–1940). O. A. 
Hainari worked in Sortavala as a teacher in many schools, positions and school subjects 
(gymnastics, history, Finnish language, geography) in years 1881–1893 and 1900–1904. 
He was a member of Sortavala City Council, and also Member of Parliament in 1908–
1910. (Eduskunta – edustajamatrikkeli.) O. A. and Tilma Hainari were enthusiastic 
Karelianists and worked in many organizations and projects to support Karelian culture 
(Biografiakeskus). In the collections of Sortavala City Museum almost half of the Stone 
Age finds were collected by Hainari. After his death, Tilma Hainari provided several 
artefacts to the collections of National Museum. O. A. Hainari was also the founder of 
Sortavala City Museum of History and Ethnology in 1883. The collections of the 
museum included, among other things, “a valuable collection of stone weapons, a 
numismatic collection, objects related to the everyday life of Karelian people (including 
a whole wooden cabin) and a large collection of photos depicting Sortavala’s old 
wooden buildings”. (Kuujo et al 1970: 238–239.)   
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Important forces behind the founding of the museum were also state councilman 
Herman Hallonblad (1825–1894) and his wife Elisabet (née Siitoin, 1831–1907). 
Elisabet Hallonblad even donated her house to the museum, and after her death City 
Museum moved into the house permanently, until the year 1939 and the evacuation of 
the museum. The Hallonblads were also noted patrons of art in the Ladoga Karelia area. 
(Jyväskylän kaupunki; Kuujo et al. 1970: 238–239). The Sortavala City Museum was 
the first museum to be founded in the area of Ceded Karelia. In 1909 there were 877 
catalogued pieces of collection, 317 of which were archaeological artefacts. Before the 
evacuation of the museum in 1939 the estimated amount of catalogued artefacts was 
2300, and there were also about 600–800 uncatalogued artefacts. (Takala 2010: 48, 53.)      
 
Other collectors working in the Sortavala area were Heikki Mustonen and T. Tanner.  
Not much information is found about Tanner, except that he contributed a collection of 
several artefacts from the village of Kuokkaniemi to the National Museum in 1897. 
Heikki Juho Mustonen has, according to the Stone Age find catalogues, sent several 
artefact collections to the Archaeological Commission (predecessor of National Board 
of Antiquities). Mustonen was perhaps from the neighbouring Jaakkima parish, since 
the Jaakkima Stone Age find catalogue features even more objects collected by him. 
The collectors seem to have collected many artefacts from different villages and 
parishes and then sent them all together.  
 
From the 1920’s onwards artefacts were more often brought or sent to the museum by 
the finders themselves, rather than collected from large areas by one collector. In 1922, 
two artefacts were bought from bank manager Ensio Bergroth, and in 1924 Olli 
Seppänen, teacher of the Helylä Elementary School, sold to the National Museum two 
adzes and two arrow heads, found from the schoolyard by the schoolchildren. Another 
schoolteacher, Jukka Nurminen, was in correspondence with Julius Ailio and apparently 
kept an eye on stray finds and possible archaeological sites for Ailio. In his letter to 
Ailio, dated 30.9.1925, Nurminen suggests some sites to be excavated and regrets he 
has been unsuccessful in getting information from his neighbour about a stone tool the 
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latter has found (Nurminen 1925). In the letter Nurminen also informs Ailio that he is 
going to move to Puumala and thus not be able to “report” to Ailio anymore.  
 
Altogether six artefacts in the original Stone Age find catalogue and four in the 
catalogue of evacuated finds from Sortavala Museum have been collected either by 
farmer Matti Moilanen or his wife Toini from the village of Uusikylä. In 1939 they 
donated several Stone Age artefacts to the collections of the National Museum, and 
Toini had donated artefacts to Sortavala City Museum at some point as well. The finds 
(NM 11014: 1–7; 22245: 2623–2626) were found in a place called Kenttälä and 
included adzes, lithics and ceramics. According to the farmer, his family had “always” 
found stone artefacts in an area of over 100 m2, and used some of them “for magical 
purposes”. The information related to the grounds of Moilanen family and the amount 
of stray finds could indicate a Stone Age site or sites nearby.           
 
 
3.2 Artefact types in the stray find material  
 
As mentioned in the beginning of this chapter, the information about the stray finds has 
been obtained solely on the basis of the catalogues. Because of this, the discussion 
about the artefact types is limited to studying the terminology used in the catalogues and 
possible reasons behind the outcome of the cataloguing. The comparison of the stray 
find catalogues to the reality had unfortunately to be left outside of this study. 
   
The majority of the stray finds are stone tools (Table 1). They are easier to spot in the 
ground than ceramics or bone fragments, and they are better preserved. The previously 
mentioned magical attributes associated with stone tools has probably also been 
important factor in people noticing and picking them up. In all three catalogues there are 
only three subnumbers including ceramics. NM 11014: 5 (one sherd) and 22245: 2623 
(several sherds) are both from the land of farmer Matti Moilanen in Uusikylä. In 
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addition, in the catalogue of private collections are mentioned the potsherds that were 
found from the Otsoinen site, but which Europaeus did not collect during his 
excavation. They were instead left at the Hyvärinen house. It is also mentioned, that an 
even–bladed adze (NM 3951) from Anjala village was found together with potsherds, 
but they were thrown away. There is no mention in any of the catalogues about bone or 
other organic material, except that NM 8609: 1, a hammerstone or axe, had been 
arguably found together with “two human skulls and some tibiae”. However, most 
likely the bone material and the axe did not originally have the same context, but had 
accidentally ended up in the same place.    
 
Table 1. The types of stone artefacts in the catalogues and their number.  
Type of artefact Number 
East Karelian type adzes (even-bladed) 17 
Other even-bladed adzes 63 
Double-bladed adzes and axes 11 
Gouges 17 
Cradle runner shaped adzes/axes 9 
South Karelian axes 3 
Five-corner axes with shaft hole 2 
Bothnic axes and adzes 4 
Other adzes and axes 38 
Fragments and preforms 23 
Perforated stones 2 
Other stone artefacts 9 
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Cross-shaped artefacts 1 
Arrow heads 2 
Saws 1 
Hammer stones 2 
Scrapers 3 
Flakes 15 
Cores 1 
“Magic stones” 12 
Total 235 
 
 
The way the artefacts have been catalogued reveals something about the typological 
focus during the years 1856–1940. Since the researchers had focused on obtaining basic 
material, the typological research of many of the artefact types had only been 
preliminary and several artefact groups were not organized to subgroups as specifically 
as they are today. It is also possible that the cataloguing has been done by someone 
without expertise in archaeological artefacts. The information about the exact nature of 
the “magic stones” is so scarce that it really seems that the cataloguer has perceived the 
magical dimension as the most important feature of these artefacts. 
 
In several cases the only information available about an artefact is “even-bladed adze”. 
This category is very broad, since as an even-bladed adze could have been catalogued 
almost any tool of certain size that was not a gouge. These could also be axes, since it is 
difficult to tell for sure, if an artefact has been an adze or an axe, but it is possible to 
make assumptions on the basis of the size and shape of an artefact (Huurre 2001: 104–
107). Even-bladed adzes include for example South Karelian, South Finnish, East 
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Karelian and Bothnic adzes. The use of even-bladed adzes, such as the South Karelian 
and the South Finnish, starts already in the Mesolithic Period. (Kivikauden esineistö.)  
 
The group that has been best recognized in the material while cataloguing seems to be 
the East Karelian artefacts: the even-bladed adze and the gouge. In the catalogues the 
even-bladed East Karelian adze is also called Karelian, Onega Karelian or Russian 
Karelian type, since the name East Karelian adze was coined by Aarne Äyräpää only in 
the 1940’s. East Karelian adzes belong especially to the Comb Ware Period. Common 
features include manufacturing by unifacial knapping, triangular or trapezoid cross-
section and polished surface except on the butt. The most common raw material is 
Onega green slate. The East Karelian gouge is a “sister artefact” of the adze. 
(Heikkurinen 1980; Luho 1948: 95; Edgren 1992: 53.) 
 
With gouges, it is sometimes mentioned if the artefact is East Karelian or a gouge with 
curved back, but in many cases the only entry is “a gouge”. Because of this, I have not 
separated different gouges in Table 1.  Gouges with curved back are also made of 
Onega green slate, but they have different shape, and they were used mostly in the end 
of Mesolithic and during the Early Comb Ware Period (Kivikauden esineistö). The 
double-bladed adzes usually have an even-bladed adze in the other end of the artefact 
and a gouge in the other.  
 
Most of the stone artefacts present in the material are typically Neolithic, or artefact 
types that have been used already in the Mesolithic but also during the Neolithic and 
even the Early Metal Period. The number of lithics (hammerstones, scrapers, flakes and 
cores) is small, probably because they have not been as easy to spot on the ground as 
larger artefacts, and also because they seldom look like artefacts to the untrained eye. 
Almost all lithics in the catalogue have either been found in Esko Sarasmo’s excavation 
in Nukuttalahti in 1938, or from the aforementioned Moilanen house in Uusikylä 
village.  
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3.3 Location, location – Finds and villages 
 
The information about the find location of the stray finds was extremely scarce. Some 
of the finds did not have any kind of information about where they were found and the 
ones that did, usually only had the name of the village. In some cases also the name of 
the house or the person on whose grounds the find was found, was mentioned. Only a 
couple of the finds had more detailed information about their finding place, but since it 
was mostly based on fields, houses, gardens and other man-made environment, the 
information is not reliable anymore. 
 
Altogether 62 stray finds were without any information about their find place, and 
therefore are not studied in here. These finds included the most common artefact types, 
like even-bladed adzes and undisclosed fragments of artefacts. In addition, almost all 
artefacts named “magic stones” were without information about the find place. The 
stone tools used as magic stones could have been found a long time, possibly 
generations, ago and been in the possession of several people until ending up in the 
museum. Besides, as ethnographic artefacts, their finding locations as archaeological 
finds were probably not considered important. The catalogues contained some finds 
found outside the borders of Sortavala parish, from the neighbouring parishes of 
Jaakkima, Impilahti and Harlu. These finds are also excluded from this study. Table 2 
shows the amount of stray finds from each village (as they are reported in the stray find 
catalogues). In Map 2 (Appendix II) I have used different symbols to represent the 
amount of stray finds. The symbols have been placed on the map on the locations of the 
villages, since in most cases there was no information about the exact find place.  
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Table 2. The number of stray finds per village. 
Village Number  
Otsoinen 33 
Tuokslahti 23 
Kuokkaniemi 18 
Uusikylä 14 
Helylä  13 
Nukuttalahti 9 
Rautakangas 7 
Haapalampi 7 
Lahdenkylä 6 
Liikola/Liikala 5 
Lavijärvi 4 
Rautalahti/Rautlahti 3 
Airanne 3 
Kirjavalahti 3 
Sammatsaari 3 
Sipilänsalmi 3 
Hotinlahti 3 
Saavainen 3 
Karmala 3 
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Pohjus 2 
Poikelus 2 
Kiimamäki 2 
Anjala 2 
Möntsölä 2 
Hympölä 2 
Uijalanranta 2 
Tuoksjärvi 1 
Kymölä 1 
Kaupungin karjamaa 1 
Riekkala 1 
 
 
Some villages emerge as “find centers”, but it is difficult to say does that really indicate 
large quantity of finds and possible Stone Age settlement, or is it simply caused by 
significant amount of forest clearing or ploughing on a certain area. Especially the 
villages of Otsoinen (33 finds), Tuokslahti (23 finds) and Kuokkaniemi (18 finds) stand 
out. These villages are also located close to each other. In addition, the majority of the 
areas with stray finds are located in the parts of Sortavala parish with the most 
population, agriculture and infrastructure, as it is common with accidentally found 
artefacts. The villages with largest population were also usually situated along the water 
systems: rivers, lakes or bays of Lake Ladoga. On the other hand, so was probably the 
Stone Age population too. In Chapter 6 the finding locations are further studied when 
compared to maps showing the shore line of Lake Ladoga in its different stages. 
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4 The site of Sortavala Otsoinen Ylätalo 
 
The discussion and presentation of the find material of the site of Otsoinen Ylätalo in 
this chapter form a large part of this study. As already said in Chapter 1, there are many 
reasons for going through the excavation and the find material so thoroughly. For one 
thing, the amount of information about the site was the largest and therefore it provided 
more opportunities for discussion. Detailed study on the reports and finds of the site 
also give a chance for digging deeper into an example of the sites that possibly could be 
found in the area. From a wider point of view, the manner in which Otsoinen was found, 
the history of site and the excavation of 1921 follow the typical pattern of sites 
excavated before the World War II. In addition, the ceramic material of Otsoinen is 
interesting and could provide new light on the chronological and regional relationships 
of different ceramic styles used in the area, discussed at the end of this chapter.   
 
The name of the site varies in different sources. Europaeus (1921a) calls the site 
Sortavala Otsoinen, after the village. The name Ylätalo is also mentioned in 
Europaeus’s report as the official name of the estate. In the subsequent literature the site 
is usually called Sortavala Otsoinen Ylätalo (e.g. Huurre 2003: 182). In National Board 
of Antiquities the boxes containing the finds of this site were marked with “Sortavala 
Otsoinen Hyvärinen”, after the surname of the landowners. Sometimes the site is also 
referred to as Pellonmäki, which had apparently been the name of the place during the 
vegetable cultivation (Europaeus 1921a: 2).  
 
 
4.1 Location and geography of the site 
 
At the time of its discovery and the excavation in 1921, Otsoinen Ylätalo site was 
situated in the village of Otsoinen in Sortavala parish, near the border of Jaakkima 
parish. Nowadays the site is situated near the small village of Kuokkaniemi (Ru. 
Куокканиэми) in the administrative district of the city of Sortavala. According to 
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Europaeus (1921a) the site of Otsoinen Ylätalo is situated on the northeastern shore of 
the Lake Lavijärvi (nowadays Lavijarvi, Ru. озеро Лавиярви), about 10–12 kilometers 
southwest from the city of Sortavala. In 1921 the site was on the grounds of a house 
belonging to the brothers Hyvärinen. 
 
Europaeus describes the geography and nature of the site as typical to the northern shore 
of Lake Ladoga: steep rocky cliffs, deep valleys, clayed soil and narrow bays. The 
vegetation on the site was short, meadow-like grass. (Europaeus 1921a: 2.) Since almost 
90 years have passed since the excavation, Europaeus’s description is not fully 
equivalent to the present situation. There is no information about the recent land use on 
the site, even though until the 1990’s it had remained similar to Europaeus’s description 
(Pirjo Uino 22.2.2011, pers.comm.) In the map attached to the excavation report the site 
is marked to the shore of the lake Lavijärvi, near the place where the river 
Hyvärisenjoki (Kuokkajoki) flows to Ylälahti. The location of the site is marked on the 
map in Map 3 (Appendix III) and Map 5 (Appendix V) together with the sites of Meijeri 
I–III, and on Map 4 (Appendix IV) with the stray find locations. 
 
The soil on the site was mostly clay mixed with sand. About 30 years before the 
excavation some vegetable cultivation had been carried out on the site. The cultivated 
area (Fi. halmemaa) had only been a small patch. About one third of the excavation area 
was outside the former cultivated area. In the find area there were also some previously 
dug pits. (Europaeus 1921a: 2.)  
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4.2 The excavation of 1921 
 
Europaeus excavated the site from 3th to 9th of September in 1921 (Europaeus 1921a: 
13), almost for a week. Apparently, first some surveying was carried out on the area, 
where the landowners had found artefacts. Some of the previously found artefacts were 
bought from the landowners. The purchased objects include ceramics, a small axe and 
two adzes (NM 7898: 1–4), which had been found in the area later to be excavated, and 
a South Karelian type axe and fragment of polishing stone (NM 7898: 170, 171) found 
in a field nearby. The seller was still left with more potsherds and an adze. (Europaeus 
1921a: 2.) The last artefacts were found some 125 meters from the excavation area and 
Europaeus thought they were not related to the context of the site (Europaeus 1921a: 6).  
 
The excavation area was shaped like the letter N, and sized altogether about 40 m2. The 
area was divided into squares of one square meter, and the squares were named using 
the letters K-Q and the Roman numerals I-VIII. The excavation report included five 
maps and six photographs. The elevations on the site are both marked on some of the 
maps and discussed in the report: The elevation of the main excavation area was 26,87–
27,99 m asl (Europaeus 1921a: 3, 6).  
 
Some test pits and trenches were dug in order to estimate the size of the settlement. At 
least five test pits are marked on the map in the slope towards the lakeshore, southwest 
from the excavation area. Four of the pits are named with letters u, w, x and z, and some 
finds were obtained from these pits. Southwest from these pits, towards the lake, was an 
old embankment formed of stones. One test pit was dug on this embankment, but no 
artefacts were found. Towards the field, northeast from the excavation area, was dug 
one test trench, which provided some finds. (Europaeus 1921a: 6.)  
 
From the test pit u were found two potsherds (NM 7898: 158), one quartz flake ( :159) 
and a rim potsherd ( :160). The potsherds are decorated with oval-shaped pits set 
densely and comb stamps. The rim sherd has comb stamp and row of pits. One quartz 
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scraper (NM 7898: 161) was found from the test pit x. Apparently, three quartz flakes ( 
:162) were found both from the pits w and x. From the test pit z were found two pieces 
of slate and five quartz flakes (NM 7898: 163, 164). The finds under subnumbers 165–
167 were also presumably found from a test pit. They include two quartz flakes, one 
fragment of a clay stick and six potsherds, similar to the rest of the ceramics. From the 
test trench dug in the northeastern side of the excavation area were found four quartz 
flakes (NM 7898: 168) and eleven potsherds ( :169).                       
 
Europaeus also did some surveying on the nearby field, since some stone artefacts had 
been previously found there by local people. He found one stone artefact (NM 7898: 
171), possibly a fragment of a polishing tool. However, Europaeus considered finds 
from the field coincidental and possibly not belonging to the context of site. (Europaeus 
1921a: 6.) The finds collected from the excavation area (surface, profiles etc.) included 
four quartz flakes (NM 7898: 5). NM 7898: 6 comprises of altogether 71 sherds of 
pottery. The sherds are similar to the majority of ceramics from Otsoinen: decorated 
mostly with pits of different sizes and shapes. NM 7898: 157, fragment of a polished 
stone tool, also belongs to this category, since it was found from the sand removed from 
the excavation area.  
 
The topsoil and humus layer was normally about 15–20 centimeters thick. Some finds 
were already visible in the topsoil, right underneath the turf. Sometimes directly under 
the topsoil there was already the hard clay layer, but in most cases cultural layer was 
situated between the two. The cultural layer included the majority of the finds and went 
20–47 centimeters deep. Some burnt bone, charcoal, quartz flakes and ceramics were 
discovered on the top of the layer of hard clay, but not in it. (Europaeus 1921a: 3–4.) 
According to Europaeus (1921a: 3–4), there were two major cultural layer zones and 
one large concentration of burnt bone reaching even 65 centimeters deep. The latter 
cultural layer had also possible stove remains and lots of charcoal.  
 
Europaeus (1921a: 4–5) mentions several spots in the excavation area with traces of 
fire. In the square M: VIII few stones were found together with some burnt bone and 
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charcoal in the middle of them, similar structure was in the square K: VII. From the 
latter structure stone tools were found in addition to burnt bone and charcoal. Also in 
square L: VII some large stones were discovered in a formation with charcoal, burnt 
bone and stone artefacts. Even though there were traces of fire on the ground, it should 
be remembered that the area had been frequently subjected to slash and burn cultivation. 
Later Europaeus (1925: 37–38) writes, that the structures were remains of stoves, albeit 
badly preserved. Besides the stoves, no other structures are mentioned. House pits and 
other remains of dwellings (besides postholes) were not yet recognized in the 1920’s.        
 
 
4.3 Find material in the site 
 
The find material consists of 171 subnumbers (NM 7898: 1–171). However, only 
numbers 7–157 are actual excavation finds, rest of the material being objects bought 
from the landowners, found in test excavations and stray finds from the vicinity (these 
finds are catalogued in Appendix VII). Only the finds NM 7898: 7–157 are discussed in 
this chapter. The information about the find material (except the osteological material) 
has been obtained from the find catalogue in the National Board of Antiquities, from the 
excavation report (Europaeus 1921a) and by analyzing the material.   
 
4.3.1 Stone artefacts 
 
The stone artefacts were catalogued based on the type of tool (Table 3), and in lesser 
effect, the material (Table 4). The amounts of certain types of artefacts (eg. flakes) 
differ from the numbers given in Europaeus’s report because he has classified the tools 
somewhat differently. The basis of Table 3 is the catalogue of Otsoinen stone artefacts 
(Appendix VII) created by combining the information in Europaeus’s report, the 
catalogue of finds in NBA and observations on the material. The excavation finds 
include whole and fragmented axes, adzes, arrow heads, saws, scrapers and other 
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artefacts. In addition, there are several flakes of quartz, flint, slate, diabase and other 
types of stone.  
 
Table 3. Types of stone artefacts in Otsoinen find material and their amount 
Type of artefact Number 
Axes 4 
Even-bladed adzes, East Karelian 2 
Even-bladed adzes, South Karelian  2 
Other adzes 2 
Arrow heads 2 
Saws 8 
Scrapers 9 
Other artefacts  7 
Flint flakes 5 
Quartz flakes 390 
Other flakes 39 
Pieces of stone 40 
Total number 510 
 
 
Among the find material there is only one completed axe (NM 7898: 20), which is a flat 
gneiss axe. The axe is similar to so-called Kaukola axe -type (Pälsi 1915, picture II: 1 in 
the Appendix; Suomen kivikauden esineistö). Two adze fragments (NM 7898: 21, 31) 
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are from an East Karelian type of even-bladed adze made of green slate, and even 
though they were not found from the same square meter area they might be fragments of 
the same adze. The two adzes of South Karelian type (NM 7898: 26, 144) are both 
made of some kind of slate and polished well. They are both very small. There are also 
two fragments of some other kind of adzes: NM 7898: 43 is a flat fragment of a 
miniature adze made of slate, and NM 7898: 89 is unfinished, partly polished adze 
made of diabase.  The two arrowheads (NM 7898: 100, 145) are both made of reddish 
flint. The other one is a fragment of an arrow head formulated from a flint flake. The 
whole arrow head is of the pointed oval – type (Fi. suiponsoikea), which is commonly 
found in Typical Comb Ware sites in Eastern Finland (Suomen esihistorian esineistö).  
 
Three of the saws (NM 7898: 19, 36, 62, 66) are made of different slates and the 
material of the other two saws is gneiss. Of the nine scrapers featured in the material, 
seven scrapers (NM 7898: 9, 22, 44, 49, 76, 146) are made of quartz. NM 7898: 38 is of 
some black, very hard type of stone and NM 7898: 137 is a flint scraper.  
 
Other artefacts include one probable fragment of fish hook (NM 7898: 8), two 
hammerstones made of quartz (NM 7898: 109, 131), three fragments of some kind of 
polished slate tools (NM 7898: 12, 48, 157) and one fragment of an artefact, possibly a 
saw,  made of some soft stone (NM 7898: 13). Some of the artefacts listed here as flakes 
could also in reality be some other artefacts, if examined more closely. The same goes 
with the category “pieces of stone”. The pieces are mostly slate or some volcanic type 
of stone; and three of the pieces are flint. Most of the quartz and flint artefacts listed as 
“pieces” are flakes. 
 
Some of the slate “pieces of stone” are most probably been used as polishing stones. 
Even though not slate, NM 7898: 77 is also probably a fragment of a polishing stone. 
The material of the artefact is very light and porous, resembling pumice. Europaeus 
suggests that the artefact is pumice, most likely imported from the shores of the Arctic 
Sea (Europaeus 1925: 38).   
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The most common raw material of stone tools in Otsoinen is quartz (Table 4). Besides 
common white quartz, some flakes were also of other colour variants, such as pink rose 
quartz, translucent rock crystal and dark smoky quartz. The absolute majority of quartz 
artefacts are flakes. The number of flint artefacts is surprisingly small. Other used rock 
types are also commonly found in Stone Age sites in the areas nearby Otsoinen.   
 
Table 4. The rock types used in Otsoinen site 
Rock type Number 
Quartz 399 
Flint 8 
Feldspar 1 
Slates, schist 49 
Gneiss  8 
Other metamorphic rocks (e.g. 
quartzite, phyllite) 
2 
Diabase and other igneous 
rocks 
36 
Other (unclassified) 7 
Total number 510 
 
 
If the types of stone tools from Otsoinen are compared to the artefact types of the stray 
finds, the most obvious notion is the different amount of lithics. Saws are also more 
visible in the excavation material than in the stray find material, and adzes and axes 
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dominate the stray find material but are not that numerous in the excavation material. 
This is a typical outcome in comparison of excavation finds and stray finds: Stray finds 
are always more a selection or assortment of objects than really a representation of the 
real material available. Larger, rarer and more eye-catching objects (like axes and 
adzes) become selected and small and common things (like flakes) are not noticed. 
Stone saws are also often found fragmented and therefore do not catch the attention on 
the ground. Still, when the types of artefacts present in both materials are compared, the 
stone tool material of Otsoinen seems to correlate well with the stray finds.    
 
In addition to the excavation finds, there were some stone artefacts among the objects 
purchased from the landowners: Axe, or a South Karelian adze (NM 7898: 1), which is 
thoroughly polished; another South Karelian adze (NM 7898: 2), which is even-bladed 
and unpolished; and one piece of slate (NM 7898: 3), which is a preform of an adze, or 
temporary adze. The finds NM 7898: 170 and 171 were originally found from the 
nearby field, about 11–12 meters apart from each other. These finds, more considered to 
belong to the category of the stray finds, are a South Karelian adze and a fragment of 
polishing stone.  
 
4.3.2 Ceramics 
 
According to Europeaus, the Otsoinen find material includes about 2540 pieces of 
ceramics (Europaeus 1921a). Since the original cataloguing of finds took place, some 
potsherds have been glued together, some have been borrowed to museums and some 
have most certainly gotten broken, misplaced or lost. Sometimes the number of sherds 
given in the find catalogue did not actually match the numbers in reality. In many 
instances there were less rim sherds in the material than it was claimed in the catalogue, 
and sometimes more. If counted based on the information in the find catalogue, the 
amount of potsherds is 2442. The remainder between the amount given by Europaeus 
and the catalogue is about 100 sherds, and can probably be explained with the 
aforementioned factors.  Altogether the ceramics have been catalogued under 45 
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subnumbers. The amount of sherds under one subnumber varies from one to over 200 
sherds.   
 
Some ceramics were found in concentrations, where most of the sherds seemed to be 
from the same vessel. On the other hand, some sherds clearly originating from the same 
vessel were found scattered around the excavation area. This could have partly been 
caused by the former agricultural use of the land. (Europaeus 1921a: 5.)    
 
The actual clay material used in the pottery is very homogenous. The absolute majority, 
one could say all, of the sherds are tempered with sand, both fine and coarse. In some 
sherds small pebbles of quartz and feldspar are visible in the clay. The ceramics have 
been burnt very well. Two sherds (NM 7898: 29), decorated with small depressions 
forming a braid-looking row, have a smooth reddish brown surface that almost looks 
like polished. Polished looking pottery mainly belongs to Older Typical Comb Ware, 
and the polishing may have been done for example by scrubbing the surface with a 
piece of leather (Huurre 2003: 191). The practice of treating the surface of pots after 
firing with organic substances, such as the resin of trees to achieve polished “glaze-like” 
appearance, is common worldwide in traditional pottery making (Rice 1987: 163). Of 
course, polished surface can also be the result of too rough cleaning during the 
cataloguing.  
 
According to Europaeus (Europaeus 1921a), the most common form of decoration in 
the ceramics material are pits of different sizes and shapes. The pits form different kind 
of patterns, for example straight and triangular rows. Europaeus writes that comb 
stamps are used to a lesser extent, mostly as a rim decoration. At first sight the ceramics 
material seems to be almost entirely decorated with pits, but when examined closely, 
also comb stamps are found in the sherds, under almost every subnumber.  Some comb 
stamps are comprised of narrow simple lines, while some are formed of lines of small 
dots or rectangular depressions. There is also variation in the density of the stamps: in 
some stamps the comb is comprised of dense lines, and in some the lines are more apart.  
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In some sherds (NM 7898: 59, 68) the comb stamps form rectangular and triangular 
geometric shapes with single or double line.    
 
The pits have also been used to form rows and triangular shapes. Majority of the pits are 
deep, most likely made by pressing the clay with some kind of stick, and are shaped 
round, oval or rhomboid. The size of the pits varies, depending on the size of the vessel 
and of the type of decoration they are used for. The rhomboid shape is relatively rare 
and found especially in sherds in subnumbers 142 and 148, which are from the same 
vessel. Besides the deep pits, there are also shallow round or rectangular depressions, 
which either form rows or are just scattered on the surface. In some sherds there are also 
rows formed of small sharp dots. The aforementioned braid-looking rows are present in 
a couple of sherds. Some sherds are decorated with wide-spaced “key-hole” –shaped 
pits. Both key-hole –shaped and braid-looking rows are a common feature in Typical 
Comb Ware (Suomen esihistoriallinen keramiikka). In several sherds, at least in 17 
different subnumbers, there are rows formed of small circles. The decoration has most 
probably been done with some kind of hollow instrument, such as a reed or a small 
bone. The most notable the circle rows are in sherds of NM 7898: 152 and 155, which 
are from the same, very large vessel.  
 
The rim sherds in the material were catalogued in able to determine the approximate 
number of vessels present in the find material (Appendix VII). Since some of the rim 
sherds (or possible rim sherds) were too worn out or broken to be included in the 
analysis and some rim sherds mentioned in the find catalogue could not be located, the 
outcome of the analysis can only be categorized as preliminary. Six variables were 
compared: 
1. The shape of the rim. 
2. The decoration on top of the rim. 
3. The decoration on the uppermost outer surface of the rim. 
4. The decoration on the uppermost inner surface of the rim. 
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5. The decoration on the outer surface of the vessel. 
6. The decoration on the inner surface of the vessel.       
 
The last two variables could only be checked if the sherd was big enough to feature 
more of the surface of the vessel than just the rim. Also the variable number 6 was only 
useful concerning one particular vessel, which had a distinctive triangular row of dots 
on the inside of the vessel. The most important variables were thus the first four 
variants. Also the thickness of the rim and the colour and texture of the clay were 
compared. Based on amount of different rim sherds, the minimum number of vessels 
present in the material is 84, 17 of which can be classified as small cups, and 67 
medium or large sized pots. The outcome of the study, and the material itself, was 
surprising since almost all of the rim sherds seemed different. At least the shape of rim 
would probably be similar in one vessel, and also the decoration on top of the rim is 
unlikely the vary much in same vessel. Regardless of this, there is extremely much 
variation between the rim sherds. Only 144 rim sherds (about six percent of the whole 
ceramics material) were in suitable condition to be used in the analysis.  
 
17 of rim sherds were clearly from small cups. The thickness of these sherds was 
always less than one centimeter and the rim was not profiled but was often rounded. 
Based on the estimated diameter of these vessels, they have been about the size of a 
modern coffee cup or smaller. The decoration of these small cups was much more 
individual and had more variation than on the standard vessels. Most of the sherds of 
the small cups were decorated with different pits, but the shapes and the distribution of 
the pits did not seem to follow same kind of regulated patterns than in the bigger 
vessels. Matti Huurre suggests, that these small cups have probably been used as 
children’s playthings, since often they have been so small, that it would have been 
impractical to use them as drinking vessels, which have been easier to craft out of wood 
or birch bark (Huurre 2001: 126). However, the rounded rim in these vessels does 
remind of a drinking cup, and if the vessels meant for some kind of personal use, it 
could also explain the more individual decoration patterns.     
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In most sherds the rim broadened upwards and was slightly profiled inwards. On top of 
the rim there were various decorations. Sometimes the same type of decoration was 
applied both on the top of the rim as well as on the outer or inner surface, but it was not 
uncommon to have each surface decorated with totally different motifs.  
 
However, the most interesting rim sherds in the material are the ones bearing a ridged 
top resembling a rooftop, and the ones with a distinctive diamond or zigzag-shaped 
decoration on the top of the rim. The “rooftop” rim is featured in at least four different 
vessels. There are five sherds of one vessel (NM 7898: 10, 17, 24, 91), which has comb 
stamp on every surface of the ridged top, comb stamp and lines formed of broken line 
on the outer surface of rim and rows of dots forming triangular shapes on the inner 
surface of the vessel. Another of the rooftop sherds (NM 7898: 10) is of a vessel with 
comb stamp on the top and vertical lines on the outer and inner surface of the rim. Other 
singular sherd (NM 7898: 29) is from vessel with narrower “rooftop” than the previous 
two and every surface of the rim decorated with comb stamp. The fourth vessel (three 
sherds, NM 7898: 46, 111, 115) has comb stamp only on top and on the outer surface of 
the rim. According to Europaeus, same kind of ridged rim is found in one rim sherd in 
the material of Suurpäälä site on the Karelian Isthmus (Europaeus 1925: 38).  
 
The purchased potsherds (NM 7898: 4) had been found from the excavation area before 
the beginning of the research and they resemble the ceramics found during the 
excavation. Included in the seven sherds are three rim sherds, which are all different, 
indicating three separate vessels (these sherds were not included in the material of the 
rim sherd analysis). One of them has same kind of “rooftop” ridged rim than NM 7898: 
10, 29 and 46, but it has the rooftop separated from the middle, forming double 
“rooftops” on the top of the rim. This sherd was the most unique piece of ceramics in 
the whole material. It is difficult to try to imagine, what purpose a vessel bearing that 
kind of rim would have been used for. It seems more like rim of a decorative vase or a 
piece of art. 
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Included in the ceramics material are two sherds originating from somewhere near the 
bottom of a vessel (NM 7898: 80, 128) and one bottom piece (NM 7898: 85). The 
bottom piece of a vessel is from a Comb Ware vessel with the pointed bottom. The 
sherd is a long coil of clay spiraled to form the bottom. The diameter of the sherd is 
about 5,5 centimeters. In the inner surface the spiral forming the bottom is clearly 
visible, but the outer surface has been smoothed out and decorated with pits. The two 
sherds from the vicinity of bottom are shaped like a half-circle. The outer surface of the 
sherds is decorated with deep pits set wide apart of each other.  
 
4.3.3 Other finds  
Fragments of burnt bone have been catalogued under 30 subnumbers in the find 
catalogue. The osteological material is further discussed in Appendix VII. Not much 
attention is paid to the bone material in the catalogue or in the excavation report. 
Although first osteological analyses of animal bones had already been carried out in the 
late 19th century (Schwindt 1893), the method only became actively used from the 
1970’s onwards (Mannermaa 2008: 16–18; Seitsonen 2008: 266). In the find catalogue 
of Otsoinen the approximate amount of bone is usually mentioned (e.g. “some crumbs 
of bone”, “lots of bone”), and rarely some other information.   
 
In Europaeus’s report the bone material is mentioned when describing the charcoal 
concentrations and possible remains of stoves (Europaeus 1921a: 4) and again in the 
conclusions of the report, where the economy and subsistence of the site dwellers are 
briefly discussed (ibid. :13). Europaeus presumes that the arrow heads, scrapers and 
mammal bones, and the fish bones and the fragment of fish hook indicate hunting and 
fishing, respectively. The osteological analyses of the Otsoinen material (Fortelius 
1980; Mannermaa 2003; Seitsonen 2008) show that the material includes common 
Stone Age refuse fauna: the majority consists of seal bones. The bones of other 
mammals, fish and birds also represent commonly found species (see Table VII: 4 in 
Appendix VII).   
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Charcoal was found in several places in the excavation area. All the pieces of charcoal, 
which were collected, have been catalogued together with burnt bone. Concentrations of 
charcoal are marked on the map and discussed in the report. The charcoals of NM 7898: 
82 are apparently burned bark.  
 
The Otsoinen material included five pieces of burnt clay, which were mostly discovered 
together with potsherds. Three of the pieces (NM 7898: 39, 71, 86) are just small 
shapeless lumps of burnt clay. The clay material looks similar to that used in the 
vessels, except it seems that the lumps contain less sand temper. The other two pieces of 
burnt clay have somewhat more shape, at least one of them (NM 7898: 51) is 
deliberately shaped and curved and the clay material has more vessel-like texture. It is 
speculated in the find catalogue, that it might be a fragment of a handle once attached to 
a vessel. NM 7898: 86 is also a fragment of some kind of clay object, even though 
probably not a pot. Part of notch decoration is visible on the surface. Curved clay idols 
are artefact group commonly affiliated with Typical Comb Ware (Edgren 1992: 80; 
Huurre 2001: 296–298), and the pieces of burnt clay found in Otsoinen could be 
fragments of those kinds of figurines, since they are also usually formed from the same 
clay than vessels but without temper (e.g. Leskinen & Pesonen 2008: 197).  
 
 
4.4 Discussion – Otsoinen and the ceramic styles in the research area 
 
Europaeus made his earliest comments about Otsoinen in a postcard he wrote to Julius 
Ailio (Europaeus 1921b). The postcard is dated in Sortavala on the 10th of September 
1921, a day after the excavation had ended. He writes that the site is “rich in ceramics, 
vessels being Typical Comb Ware but resembling pottery from the site Alasalmi in 
Aunus (Olonets)”.  
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Even though Europaeus considered Otsoinen interesting site, especially in connection to 
the water level changes (Europaeus 1921a: 1; 1925: 37), he never published anything 
solely about Otsoinen. Otsoinen is discussed to some extent in Europaeus article on the 
growth of the Stone Age collections in the National Museum (Europaeus 1925: 37–41). 
In his opinion, the stone tools from Otsoinen are similar to artefacts found in the sites by 
river Vuoksi on the Karelian Isthmus. However, he points out, that in Otsoinen there are 
no small slate artefacts typical to those sites and the amount of flint is remarkably small.  
 
Europaeus considered the ceramic material to resemble more Pit-Comb Ware, than the 
Typical Comb Ware. Especially Europaeus focused on the decoration consisting of 
unframed rhomboid features, which is common in Otsoinen. (Europaeus 1925: 40.) This 
kind of decoration has also been found in ceramics material of Kymi Niskasuo in 
Finland, along with similar Pit-Comb Ware than in Otsoinen (Kokkonen 1978: 95, 97–
98).  Europaeus concluded that sites with both Pit-Comb Ware and Comb Ware 
ceramics are most likely contemporaneous with Typical Comb Ware (Europaeus 1925: 
40–41). Before publication of Europaeus’s article Julius Ailio had written that Otsoinen 
is more likely older than Typical Comb Ware sites in mainland Finland and on the 
Karelian Isthmus, since he considered Pit-Comb Ware older than Typical Comb Ware 
(Ailio 1922a: 72).          
 
The dispute about the dating of Otsoinen reflects the discussion of the time about 
ceramic styles and their chronological relation9. In 1930 Europaeus (then Äyräpää) 
formed his classical typological-chronological model of Stone Age ceramics and created 
the categorization to Early, Typical and Late Comb Ware (Äyräpää 1930) Äyräpää 
created the chronology on the basis of the prevalence of different ceramic styles on 
certain gradient curves. If presumed that human occupation has situated as near as 
possible to the shore, the phases of settlement, presented by ceramics could be dated 
based on their elevation and thus relation to the shore. (Äyräpää 1930: 179–188; 
Suomen esihistoriallinen keramiikka; Huurre 2001: 131.)  
                                                           
9
 Still continuing to this day. 
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However, beginning in the 1970’s several researchers have added new information to 
Äyräpää’s theory and pointed out inconsistencies, so that nowadays the relations 
between Neolithic pottery styles are thought to be more complicated. Sometimes it has 
been difficult to classify ceramic material according to Äyräpää’s definitions, 
decoration and other features not necessary being strictly equivalent to those described 
by Äyräpää (e.g. Kokkonen 1978: 100–101, Räihälä 1996: 99). Later research has also 
noted that the ceramic styles do not always follow each other in a chronological, 
descending order, but instead some styles have been used simultaneously. Typical 
Comb Ware and Late Comb Ware have been used partly at the same time. Both the 
relation between distribution of ceramic material and water level changes and 
radiocarbon datings seem to correlate with more simultaneous chronology. (Kokkonen 
1978: 74–76; Räihälä 1996: 108–109, 115–116; Pesonen 2004: 88; Kosmenko 2004.) 
Therefore, terms like “Comb Ware Culture” should not be used as a concept 
representing a large solid cultural block (Carpelan 1999: 253), even though they can be 
used to represent chronological sequences.    
 
When studying the Karelian area, not only do the chronologies differ from the one used 
in Finland, but also Finnish and Russian researchers use different terminology for the 
ceramics. Table 5 shows the terms used in Finnish, English and Russian for the main 
ceramic styles used in the research area and their chronology.    
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Table 5. Terminology of Neolithic ceramics in the area and their approximate 
chronology (based on: Edgren 1999a; Carpelan 1999; 2002; German et al. 2004; Huurre 
2003; Kosmenko 2004; Pesonen 2004; Vitenkova 1996a; 1996b).  
 
Finnish English Russian Dating (years 
cal BC) in the 
Republic of 
Karelia 
Vanhempi 
varhaiskampakeramiikka,   
(Ka I: 1) 
Early Comb 
Ware, Sperrings 
Ware 
Керамика 
сперрингс 
5500-4000 
Kuoppakeramiikka, 
kuoppa-kampakeramiikka 
Pit-Comb Ware Ямочно-
гребенчатая 
керамика 
5000-3800 
Vanhempi tyypillinen 
kampakeramiikka  
(Ka II: 1) 
 
Nuorempi tyypillinen  
kampakeramiikka  
(Ka II: 2) 
Early Typical 
Comb Ware 
 
 
Late Typical 
Comb  
Ware 
 
 
(типичная) 
Гребенчато-
ямочная керамика 
 
 
4000-3400 
Myöhäiskampakeramiikka, 
Uskelan keramiikka (Ka 
III: 1) 
Late Comb 
Ware, Early Late 
Comb Ware 
Гребенчато-
ямочная керамика 
3600-2800 
Rombikuoppakeramiikka Rhombic Pit 
Ware 
Ромбоямочная 
керамика 
4000-2800 
Asbestikeramiikka 
(Kierikki, Pöljä, Jysmä) 
Asbestos Ware Асбестовая 
керамика 
3300-1900 
 
 
In Russian archaeological literature, the ceramic styles in the research area are usually 
listed as: Sperrings Ware, Pit-Comb Ware, Comb Ware, Rhombic Pit Ware and 
Asbestos Ware. The Late Early Comb Ware is nonexistent in the area of Karelian 
Republic, but Säräisniemi 1 type occurs in the north. In Finnish literature, the Early 
Comb Ware is nowadays only seldom called Sperrings Ware, but in Russian-language 
research it is the most common term for said ceramics.     
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The Pit-Comb Ware type is not often dealt with in Finnish literature, but it has been 
found also in sites in South Eastern Finland (e.g. Kokkonen 1978). In Finnish sources it 
is often mentioned together with Rhombic Pit Ware and merged together with it as 
“Eastern Pit Ware”, even though these two ceramic types differ both chronologically 
and stylistically. The Rhombic Pit Ware has been used simultaneously with Typical and 
Late Comb Ware, also in Otsoinen. Neither the Rhombic Pit Ware has been discussed 
much in Finnish archaeological literature, even though it has been found in several sites 
in Eastern Finland (Christian Carpelan 4.10.2011, pers.comm.). Besides Otsoinen, on 
the northern shore of Lake Ladoga Rhombic Pit Ware has been found at least from three 
sites: Tiurula I in Hiitola and Uksa I and II in Uuksu, former parish of Salmi (Vitenkova 
1996b: 154-155).    
 
The Asbestos Ware was centered in the Lake Saimaa region, but it has also been found 
from several sites in the Republic of Karelia, including Meijeri III, Tiurula II in Hiitola, 
and Kuuppala in Kurkijoki (Vitenkova 1996b: 162-163). It has also been proposed, that 
different types of Asbestos Ware could be related to the function of the vessel: for 
example Pöljä and Kierikki types could simply be different types of vessels used 
simultaneously (Halinen et al. 2002: 206). However, the radiocarbon dates seem to 
indicate that they are successive phases (e.g. Pesonen 2004: 90).  
 
Radiocarbon dating has in most cases supported earlier dates for the ceramics than shore 
displacements studies. The overlapping of the types has also been more evident. 
(Kosmenko 2004; Pesonen 2004). The chronology presented in Table 5 is simplified: In 
reality the beginning and ending dates of the styles are still discussed a lot and defining 
clear boundaries has been difficult.        
 
The problems of the traditional terminology notwithstanding, it can still be maintained 
that the find material of Otsoinen seems to indicate, that the site has mainly been 
occupied during the so-called Typical Comb Ware and Later Comb Ware phases, ca. 
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3900–2800 cal BC. The dating seems to correlate with the elevation of the site and its 
relation to the shoreline of Lake Ladoga, which will be further studied in Chapter 6.  
 
Besides the ceramics material, also the stone tools seem to represent artefact types 
commonly affiliated with said ceramic styles10. Stone tools commonly found in Typical 
Comb Ware sites include e.g. polished axes, adzes of East Karelian type, claw adzes and 
small artefacts made of slate and flint (Huurre 2003: 192–196; Suomen esihistorian 
esineistö). As mentioned before, amount of flint in Otsoinen is very small and also the 
small slate artefacts are very few. The amount of quartz flakes could also have been 
even larger in reality, but it is possible that the excavators have not collected them all.  
 
The main problems in interpreting and analyzing Otsoinen are an example of the 
problems commonly encountered when studying so-called “classic” sites situated in the 
former Finnish Karelia: The site has been excavated so long ago, that reconstructing the 
excavation almost 90 years later is very difficult. The methods used and the general way 
of conducting archaeological research of the time are hardly comparable with modern 
day way of doing. Lots of things possibly been present on the site could have gone 
unnoticed, or simply been thrown away. Especially with the ceramics one gets the 
feeling, that the material somehow does not give the entire picture of the material 
originally used on the site: for example there are several rimsherds from the same 
(distinguished) rooftop vessels, but the other rimsherds seem to be completely random. 
Also, the rimsherds indicate over 80 separate vessels, but the whole amount of ceramic 
material should probably be larger for that. Perhaps the excavators have been more 
inclined to collect finds that looked more interesting or formed certain pattern with 
earlier finds, than to systematically collect and catalogue all finds. However, since the 
landowners had been digging on the site before the excavation and ceramics especially 
                                                           
10
 According to Huurre (2003: 156, 182, 232), the stone material includes one work axe of the Corded 
Ware culture and one Mesolithic adze of the Southern Finnish type. Europaeus, however, does not 
mention these tools at all. NM 7898: 2 looks similar to Southern Finnish adze, even though it is 
catalogued as a South Karelian adze. The Corded Ware axe, on the other hand, remains a mystery, at 
least within the framework of this study.   
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are mentioned to have been collected, the excavated material naturally does not 
represent the find material of an undisturbed site.    
 
In 1930 Äyräpää received a letter from farmer Tauno Hyvärinen (Hyvärinen 1930) from 
Otsoinen. Hyvärinen writes that Äyräpää had requested to get informed if something 
new archaeologically interesting was found from Otsoinen, and that Hyvärinen had 
found two stone adzes and several other possible stone tools while digging trenches. 
According to the hand-drawn map attached to the letter, the new finding place is 
situated on the slope of the hill northeast from the excavated site, along the same 
elevation of 30 m asl, but on different hill than previous site. The new finding place was 
on the southwest slope of Riuttavuori hill, which is about 90 m asl at its highest. 
Hyvärinen comments the geography of the new finding place, saying that “the field has 
been lake, there’s nothing there, but up the slope one could probably find many tools”. 
It is unknown, if Äyräpää ever revisited the site. 
 
At least Hyvärinen’s letter shows that the local people viewed archaeological research 
in positive way. Similar attitude is proved by several archaeological artefacts that 
people took with them during the evacuation of Karelia and kept as memories. For 
example, a potsherd (NM 35624) apparently found from the Otsoinen site was donated 
by a private person to the National Board of Antiquities during the 2000’s (Pirjo Uino 
22.2.2011, pers.comm.).    
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5 The sites Sortavala Meijeri I–III 
 
In the Finnish archaeological literature, the sites called Sortavala Meijeri seem to be 
some kind of a mystery: they are very seldom mentioned and the information is 
extremely scarce, to the extent that Finnish archaeologists do not even know their 
locations with certainty. The sites Meijeri I–III in the village of Otsoinen are mentioned 
in Karjalan synty in a listing of archaeological sites and findings (Uino 2003b: 510). In 
the same volume, in the chapter discussing the Stone Age of Karelia, the sites are only 
mentioned by one sentence (Huurre 2003: 190) which clearly shows that the author has 
not had much information about them.  
 
As a case study in this thesis, Meijeri sites therefore serve as an example of the 
problems and breaks in the information flow between the Russian and the Finnish 
archaeologists. The information about Otsoinen site has never reached the Russian 
researchers and likewise the information about Meijeri sites has been very invisible in 
Finland. The aim of this chapter is to assemble all information about the sites from 
different sources and to be able to pinpoint the locations of the sites. The sites are 
marked on Maps 3 (Appendix III), 4 (Appendix IV) and 5 (Appendix V). In Chapter 6 
the locations of the sites are used to illustrate the landscapes and elevations suitable for 
finding more Stone Age sites. The find material and the excavations on the sites are not 
studied in detail, since studying the location of the sites is the most important thing.     
 
The Finnish word meijeri means a dairy; the sites have been named after the 
Cooperative Dairy of Sortavala (Sortavalan Osuusmeijeri) in the village of Otsoinen. In 
Finnish pre-World War II maps, the area is called Otsoinen and the dairy is marked on 
the map: it was situated in Karkunniemi on the shore where the bays Ylälahti and 
Otsoistenlahti join (e.g. Topographic map sheet 4142 10 Haavus). However, in Russian 
maps (e.g. Severnoe Priladož’e 1995; Kosikov 2004), the whole area seems to be called 
“Meijeri” (Ru. Мейери). The Russian cartographers have picked the word from Finnish 
maps and given the name to the village on the shore of Otsoistenlahti Bay. The sites of 
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Meijeri I–III have then been named after the closest place-name on a map, as 
customary. In addition, the word does not even seem strange written in Russian: in 
Russian language “Мейер” commonly means the transliterated form of the German 
name Meyer/Mayer. Nowadays Ylälahti Bay is actually more a lake than a bay, since its 
connection to Otsoistenlahti Bay has reduced to a small river. In Russian maps it is 
usually called Lake Ylälahti (Ru. оз. Илялахти). Apparently, sometimes Ylälahti is 
also called Lake Meijeri (Ru. оз. Мейерское). This name only appears in archaeological 
sources, but not on maps.  
 
Meijeri I–III are included in a listing of Russian Cultural Heritage places, in an Internet-
site (Обьекты культурного наследия, OKN) maintained by the Russian Ministry of 
Culture. All three sites have their own entry, although with very little information: They 
are listed as archaeological sites and their location is described. It is also mentioned, that 
as cultural heritage sites, Meijeri I–III are protected by law.  
 
 
5.1 Meijeri I  
 
According to the research report and other sources, Meijeri I is situated within the area 
of the village Meijeri, about ten kilometres southwest from the City of Sortavala and 
about 350 metres west from Lake Meijeri (Ylälahti). The distance to the shore of Lake 
Ladoga (in Otsoistenlahti Bay) is about 1,8 kilometres. (Pankrušev 1983; OKN.) These 
directions place the site somewhere middle of the isthmus between Ylälahti and Lake 
Lavijärvi and alongside River Kuokkajoki, which connects the two bodies of water. The 
most probable location for the site would be on the southeast slope of Kokkomäki 
(Niljakonmäki) hill. 
 
Meijeri I was discovered earlier than Meijeri II and III, and was therefore originally 
called just Meijeri. There is no research report of the first excavation on the site, but 
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according to other archive material in Petrozavodsk and Mezolit i neolit Karelii 1 
(Pankrušev 1978a) the site was excavated for the first time in 1960, when G. A. 
Pankrušev carried out a small excavation there. The only finds mentioned were five 
quartz flakes. In Pankrušev’s book, Meijeri is only mentioned in the appendix in a 
catalogue, where it is listed as a Late Mesolithic settlement site with quartz and slate 
technology. Pankrušev dates this kind of sites between 7000 and 4000 years BC. (ibid. 
:110–111.)  
 
Later Meijeri I was excavated some more in 1980 during a research expedition of 
archaeologists from Petrozavodsk. This time also Meijeri II and III were researched, and 
the original Meijeri site was renamed Meijeri I. The excavation was again conducted by 
Pankrušev. The surface area of the excavated area was 12 m2. In the research report the 
site is considered to be both Mesolithic and Neolithic, based on the stone artefacts. No 
ceramics were found. (Pankrušev 1983.)   
 
The researchers did not return to Meijeri I during the subsequent archaeological 
expeditions of 1982 and 1989, when Meijeri II and III were researched more closely. 
Therefore the site remains almost invisible in source material. Information about it is 
either nonexistent or, even at its best patchy and sometimes contradictive. In literature, 
Meijeri I is almost never mentioned, even at times when other Meijeri sites are: In 
Poselenija drevnej Karelii it is marked on the map showing Mesolithic sites (Filatova 
1988: 20). In Arheologija Karelii it is not mentioned at all, even though it is said that 
only five Mesolithic sites are known from the Lake Ladoga area of the Republic of 
Karelia, but only one of them has been excavated (Filatova 1996: 38). This probably 
means the site Reuskula I, also excavated by Pankrušev and situated about 10 
kilometres southwest from the Meijeri sites11 (Pankrušev 1983).            
 
 
                                                           
11
 Reuskula sites are situated on the former parish of Jaakkima, so they are left outside of the research 
area of this study. 
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5.2 Meijeri II 
 
Meijeri II is also situated about ten kilometres southwest from the City of Sortavala and 
about 350 metres west from the shore of Lake Meijeri, or Ylälahti. Additionally, the 
location of the site is about two kilometres west from the shore of Lake Ladoga, 300 
metres southeast from Lake Lavijärvi and 130 metres west from the little river 
(Kuokkajoki) connecting Lavijärvi and Ylälahti. (Pankrušev 1983; Vitenkova 2002: 12; 
OKN.)   
 
The shoreline of Ylälahti has probably changed from the time of the excavations in the 
1980’s (see Chapter 6), but those changes do not explain everything: Either the distance 
from Ylälahti or the distance from Lavijärvi, as stated in the report, has to be inaccurate, 
since in reality the distance between the two lakes is almost one kilometre. In the report 
the distances from the lakes are 350 and 300 m. If these directions are followed, there is 
no place on the area, where the distance to the river could simultaneously be 130 m. In 
the report there is no information about the exact place, from which the distance has 
been measured, for example from the centre of the site or a boundary set to the site. 
However, even if some of the distances are incorrect, the site definitely is situated on 
the southeast slope of either Pajulahdenmäki hill or Kuokkamäki hill, more likely on 
Pajulahdenmäki. In either way, Meijeri II is situated on the opposite site of the small 
river than Meijeri I. The elevation of the site is about 18–22 metres above the water 
level of Lake Ladoga (Vitenkova 2002: 12). The surface elevation of Lake Ladoga is 
about 5 m asl, so elevation of the site is 23–27 m asl.  
 
The first excavation in Meijeri II was carried out by Pankrušev in 1980 and the second 
in 1982, also by him. During these excavations altogether 160 m2 was opened 
(Pankrušev 1983). I. F. Vitenkova conducted the third excavation on the site in 1989, 
when an area of 140 m2 was excavated (Vitenkova 1990; 2002). Vitenkova estimates 
the total surface area of the whole site to be about 800 m2 (Vitenkova 2002: 12).  
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Meijeri II has been a settlement site both during the Mesolithic and the Late Neolithic, 
but not continuously. The Late Neolithic site is situated on top of the Mesolithic. The 
Mesolithic phase of the site is not studied much in the research reports, but apparently 
the Mesolithic finds from the site included lithics and artefacts made of quartz and 
slates (Pankrušev 1983; Vitenkova 1990.)  
 
The Neolithic find material included quartz, slate and quartzite lithics and artefacts, 
burnt bone and ceramics. Also remains of at least five stove-like structures were found. 
(Pankrušev 1983.)  During the excavation of 1989 some pieces of charcoal were taken 
from one of the stoves for radiocarbon dating. The dating (TA–1518) gave the age of 
the site as 4300 +/–100 BP, approximate calibrated age 2900 BC. (Vitenkova 2002: 12; 
Saarnisto 2003: 512.)  
  
According to Vitenkova (2002: 64, 142), the ceramic material of Meijeri II is quite 
small and she estimates the amount of vessels on the site to be only about ten. The 
decoration is mostly formed by large, round pits in groups scattered haphazardly on the 
surface. There are also comb stamps, even though geometric motifs occur rarely. 
Vitenkova categorizes the site as a Comb Ware site, albeit she considers the decoration 
to be careless and “degenerated”. The radiocarbon dating suggests that Meijeri II has 
been occupied during the Late Neolithic. Vitenkova remarks, that there is no Rhombic-
Pit Ware among the ceramic material, even though in Lake Onega region, Rhombic Pit 
Ware has already replaced Comb Ware tradition earlier than Meijeri II has been 
occupied. (Vitenkova 1996a: 124–125; 2002: 142.)  
 
The ceramic material of Meijeri II is in many ways similar to some of the ceramics from 
Otsoinen site: The main decoration motif is round pits, but when examined more 
closely, also comb stamps are visible in many sherds. Many rim sherds are decorated 
with comb stamps on the outside of rim, on top of the rim and also on the inner surface 
of the vessel, which was also common in Otsoinen rim sherds. The temper is also 
similar to Otsoinen; mostly coarse sand. The decoration mostly resembles Late Typical 
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Comb Ware (II: 2) or Late Comb Ware (III: 1). Organic temper is characteristic to Late 
Comb Ware, but apparently has not been used in Meijeri II or Otsoinen. Late Comb 
Ware is commonly dated 3600–2800 BC (see Chapter 4, Table 5), and would therefore 
fit the radiocarbon dating.       
 
Vitenkova’s conclusion is that Meijeri II has been a short-termed temporary settlement 
site or camp during the Late Neolithic (Vitenkova 1990). During the excavation of 1989 
several pits were documented on the site. The pits were some kind of storage or 
household pits, and Vitenkova thinks they had been probably dug on the site during 
some later time, since she states that those kind of pits are not characteristic to Late 
Neolithic. In Vitenkova’s opinion, some of the stove-like structures could also date to 
some other phase than Neolithic. (Vitenkova 2002: 60.) It could be assumed, that the 
radiocarbon-dated one and probably some other stoves clearly belonged to the Neolithic 
context, but all of them did not. In the research report of the excavation of 1989 
(Vitenkova 1990) Meijeri II is also shortly mentioned as a Medieval site, apparently 
because of a Late Iron Age or Medieval potsherd found from the site.     
 
 
5.3 Meijeri III 
 
Meijeri III is situated 9–10 kilometres southwest from the City of Sortavala, about 100 
metres northeast from Lake Meijeri (Ylälahti) and 700 metres northwest from the 
Sortavala-Lahdenpohja road. Unlike Meijeri I and II, it is not situated on the isthmus 
between Lake Lavijärvi and Ylälahti, but on the northwestern shore of Ylälahti, on the 
southern/southwestern slope of Röhmörinne hill. Meijeri III was also excavated twice 
by Pankrušev, in 1980 and 1982, and by Vitenkova in 1989. (Pankrušev 1983; 
Vitenkova 1990.) 
 
Radiocarbon dating or other absolute dating methods have not been applied to Meijeri 
III, but the find material suggests that the site is a multi-period site: it has been occupied 
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during several different phases of prehistory. Mesolithic adzes and microliths were 
found in the site, so Meijeri III can, like other Meijeri sites, be classified as a Mesolithic 
site. In addition, also Neolithic stone tools were found. Quartz was the most common 
raw material for lithics in the site; objects made of flint are in a minority. The ceramic 
material includes Early Comb Ware (“Sperrings”), Typical and Late Comb Ware, Pit-
Comb Ware and Asbestos Ware, but not Rhombic-Pit Ware. (Pankrušev 1983; 
Vitenkova 1990.)       
 
Early Comb Ware is the earliest form of pottery in the area, it is commonly dated 
approximately between 5000 and 4000 BC (Carpelan 1999: 255–256; Huurre 2003: 
185). It is, according to the classic definition (Äyräpää 1930: 174–176; Huurre 2003: 
185), usually decorated with twisted-cord stamps, narrow stripes and round pits. Comb 
stamps are rare. 
 
Typical and Late Comb Ware, as well as Pit-Comb Ware ceramics from Meijeri III 
resemble the ceramic material of Otsoinen site, as well as the material of Meijeri II: 
Decoration consists of pits of different sizes and shapes and comb stamps arranged in 
groups and patterns. Temper is coarse sand.  According to the research report 
(Pankrušev 1983), the Asbestos Ware of Meijeri III mostly resembles Pöljä ceramics. 
The distinguished feature of Pöljä ceramics is the inwards-bent rim, and there is usually 
very little decoration. (Huurre 2003: 198.)             
 
Some structures were also observed in the site. Altogether six cairns, or more accurately 
piles of stones, are marked on the map of the excavated area. The cairns were about 60–
80 centimetres in height and had a diameter of 1,5–2 metres. In the research report the 
cairns are described to resemble the Early Metal Period cairns in Finland (Fi. 
lapinraunio). None of the cairns were excavated thoroughly during the excavation. 
(Vitenkova 1990.) No Early Metal Period cairns are known to exist in the area of 
Ladoga Karelia, and based on their size and description in the research report, the cairns 
have probably been formed by people piling up rocks while clearing the fields.    
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5.4 Discussion 
 
In the beginning of this chapter, I stated the aims of this chapter to be assembling of 
information and locating Meijeri sites on a map. Based mainly on the information 
available in the research reports, I could verify their locations around Ylälahti (Lake 
Meijeri). The sites have been marked on Map 3 (Appendix III). There were some 
trouble with the directions to find Meijeri II, and all of the sites are now located only by 
certain accuracy. More accurate results would be received, if the locations of the sites 
were observed in reality, instead of using just maps. Unfortunately, that was not 
possible during the work on this study.  
 
Besides finding out the basic facts about the sites, I also wanted to be able to locate the 
sites so, that their location could be compared to Otsoinen. All the sites have been 
situated alongside the same bay of Lake Ladoga, even though the geography of the area 
has changed during the different phases of Ladoga. The relation between the sites and 
their elevation to hydrological history is further discussed in Chapter 6.  
 
The available information collected about the sites of Meijeri I–III and its synthesis is 
presented in Table 6. 
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Table 6. The excavations, locations, find material and dating of Meijeri I–III. 
 Meijeri I Meijeri II Meijeri III 
Excavations 1960, Pankrušev 
1980, Pankrušev  
1980, Pankrušev 
1982, Pankrušev 
1989, Vitenkova 
1980, Pankrušev 
1982, Pankrušev 
1989, Vitenkova 
Location 10 km southwest from 
the City of Sortavala, 
on the isthmus between 
Ylälahti and Lake 
Lavijärvi, on the 
southeast slope of 
Kokkomäki hill 
10 km southwest from 
Sortavala, on the 
isthmus between 
Ylälahti and Lavijärvi, 
on the southeast slope of 
Pajulahdenmäki (or 
Kuokkamäki) 
9–10 km southwest 
from Sortavala, on 
the northwestern 
shore of Ylälahti, 
southern slope of 
Röhmörinne hill 
Elevation about 25–30 m asl 23–27 m asl about 20–25 m asl 
Finds: 
Stone 
material 
Flakes, stone artefacts 
(quartz, slate) 
Lithics and stone 
artefacts (quartz, slate, 
quartzite) 
Adzes and 
microliths, flakes, 
stone artefacts 
(quartz, flint) 
Finds: 
Ceramics 
- Late Comb Ware, 
Medieval potsherd? 
Early Comb Ware, 
Typical Comb 
Ware, Late Comb 
Ware, Pit-Comb 
Ware, Asbestos 
Ware (Pöljä?) 
Finds: 
Other 
? Burnt bone, charcoal Burnt bone? 
Structures - Pits, five (possible) 
stoves 
Six cairns (field 
clearing piles from 
historical time?) 
Dating Late Mesolithic (7000–
4000 BC), Neolithic? 
Mesolithic, Neolithic, 
radiocarbon dated 2900 
BC 
Mesolithic, 
Neolithic (based on 
the ceramics on the 
interval of 5000–
1900 BC) 
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All Meijeri sites include both Mesolithic and Neolithic find material. Meijeri I has been 
defined as Mesolithic and Neolithic site only on the basis of the stone tools, since unlike 
the other Meijeri sites, no ceramics were found from Meijeri I. Initially, Pankrušev had 
labeled Meijeri I only Mesolithic site (Pankrušev 1978a: 110–111), but later some 
Neolithic finds were obtained. Since there is no information available about the way, 
how these finds were found, one possibility is that Meijeri I is a Mesolithic site, but also 
Neolithic stray finds have been found from nearby. However, Pankrušev probably 
would not have labeled the site itself as both Neolithic, if the finds were not obtained 
clearly from the context of the site. 
 
The find material from Otsoinen is almost entirely Neolithic, even though there is one 
adze of South Finnish type, which is a stray find from the field nearby and not 
mentioned in Europaeus’s report at all. Since the location, geography and elevation are 
all similar to Meijeri sites, more Mesolithic finds could probably be found around 
Otsoinen as well. Regarding the ceramics material from the Otsoinen and Meijeri sites, 
it is notable, that Rhombic-Pit Ware has been found in Otsoinen, but not in either 
Meijeri II or III.  
 
Multi-periodical Meijeri III has been studied the most and has the biggest and most 
variable find material. Probably the location of the site has been somehow favourable 
during several phases of prehistory: a so-called “persistent place” (Schlanger 1992). The 
large and variable find material can also result from the fact that Meijeri III has been 
excavated the most.  
 
The Medieval, or Iron Age, potsherd from Meijeri II also suggests that there have been 
people moving in the area also later, and maybe sites dating to different eras could be 
found from this area. The fact that so many Stone Age sites (including Reuskula I–II 
sites situated about ten kilometres southwest from Meijeri) are situated on a relatively 
small area, demonstrates what kind of results could be achieved with intense surveying 
also in other areas on the northern shore of Lake Ladoga. 
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6 Changes in water systems and their relation to Stone Age settlement in 
the research area 
 
Studying the changes that have occurred in water systems and the water level are widely 
used in archaeology for determining areas that could have been suitable for settlement, 
starting with the amount of land available during different periods of prehistory 
(Renfrew & Bahn 1991: 197). By comparing the ancient shoreline to present maps one 
can locate the areas most likely to have been inhabited, and therefore most promising 
for survey. In Finnish Stone Age archaeology the study of hydrological history is 
especially important, because of the land uplift and since Stone Age settlement was 
often situated in the immediate vicinity of the shoreline. Changes in water systems also 
help dating Stone Age sites, because geological events can be dated with scientific 
methods, for example studying the stratigraphy of sediments, pollen analysis and 
radiocarbon dating (e.g. Saarnisto 2003: 48). 
 
As already discussed earlier in this work, the studying of changing shorelines and 
creating water level reconstructions is also important when hoping to reconstruct the 
environment and landscape which used to surround the ancient settlement. Certain 
features in the landscape can then provide hints about the life and subsistence of the 
people, even though the cultural and spiritual meanings the landscape has had are more 
difficult to reconstruct.   
     
The aim of this chapter is to briefly describe the hydrological history and the geological 
research history of my research area and to discuss the relationship of Stone Age stray 
finds and the sites of Otsoinen Ylätalo and Meijeri I–III to the changes in water 
systems. Finally, in the end of the chapter some suggestions of possible areas for 
surveying Stone Age settlement are presented. The final outcome of this study and the 
future possibilities of research are also discussed in the end of this chapter, as well as in 
the next, concluding chapter.     
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6.1 Geological research in the area of Lake Ladoga and the source materials 
 
The geological mapping of the Lake Ladoga basin started already during the 1880’s 
(Saarnisto 2003: 23). During the 19th century, the main interest of the geologists 
studying the area was prospecting mineral deposits and other natural resources, which 
also sometimes brought Stone Age finds to public attention (e.g. Holmberg 1863: 10). 
In addition, these studies pointed out problems and questions for further geological 
research, also considering the emerge history of Lake Ladoga.  
 
In the end of the 19th century, the development history of Ladoga was studied by some 
researchers. A. A. Inostrancev published in 1882 his studies about the Stone Age finds 
found during the construction of the New Ladoga Canal on the southern shore of 
Ladoga in 1872–1882. The digging of the canal revealed that several Stone Age sites 
had been submerged by flood at some point, since they were found under layers of sand. 
This brought to the researchers’ attention the fact that the water level of Ladoga had 
changed significantly during human occupation in the area. Swedish geologist Gerard 
de Greer and cartographer Hugo Berghell travelled in Karelian Isthmus in the 1890’s, 
and in 1893 de Greer published his theories about the development of Ladoga, in 
relation to the Ladoga Canal finds. (Ailio 1915: 3–4; Saarnisto 2003: 24, 64.) 
 
Julius Ailio’s research (1915) about the development of Ladoga can still be considered 
as the most important source on the transgression of Lake Ladoga. According to 
geologist Matti Saarnisto (2003: 24), Ailio’s measurements and the map showing the 
shoreline of Ladoga during the transgression are still a valid source to be used in 
nowadays research. Especially when studying the northern parts surrounding Ladoga, 
there are very few studies available considering the geology of the area.  
 
The aim of Ailio’s study was to form a complete picture of the development of Lake 
Ladoga and its relation to the Stone Age settlement. Unfortunately, the outcome of the 
study ended up narrower than Ailio had originally hoped for: At some point during his 
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research all his notes were stolen. Ailio then had to start the whole research over, but he 
did not have enough time to follow his original research plan anymore. (Ailio 1915: 6.) 
Therefore, Ailio’s study is focused on the transgression of Ladoga, even though older 
shorelines, for example Ancylus Lake shore, are also discussed in several sections of the 
text.    
 
Ailio’s map of the transgression shoreline is based on his elevation measurements, 
which he conducted around Ladoga. In many places, the shoreline of transgression was 
visible: there were for example embankments formed on the ancient shoreline. Ailio 
measured the elevation in these places and then compared the figures to present 
shoreline of the time. Macrofossil and pollen samples were also taken from measuring 
points on the shoreline, and analyzed by Dr. Harald Lindberg (Ailio 1915: 108–122). In 
Sortavala area, Ailio measured in Pellotsalo, Kirjavalahti and Helylä (Ailio 1915: 49–
53). In 1916 Hugo Berghell corrected some of Ailio’s measurements considering 
Mantsinsaari Island, since they were based on inaccurate information about the present 
water level (Saarnisto & Siiriäinen 1970: 12).       
 
After World War II, Russian researchers have done several studies on the geology of 
Lake Ladoga area, especially the soil and bedrock in Ladoga. Research has also been 
done on the floor sediments of Ladoga, and organic material from embankments of the 
ancient shorelines has been dated with radiocarbon dating method. In recent years there 
have been some joint Russian–Finnish geological expeditions (Saarnisto 2003: 25–26). 
Ari Siiriäinen’s (1974) doctoral dissertation included some new studies on the 
transgression shoreline of Lake Ladoga (published in Saarnisto & Siiriäinen 1970). The 
latest concise and broad presentation on the geology and changes in water system of 
Lake Ladoga was written by Matti Saarnisto (2003).  
 
However, the northern shores of Lake Ladoga have been studied less than Karelian 
Isthmus, and source material about water level changes are hard to find. There are also 
very few topographic maps on the former Finnish Karelia, which makes it difficult to 
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create water level constructions. The best maps available for the research area are the 
Finnish topographic maps measured in the 1920’s, which can be totally satisfactory 
when studying an area completely covered by those maps.   
  
 
6.2 Water level changes in the history of Lake Ladoga 
 
In the areas surrounding Lake Ladoga, just like everywhere in northern Europe, the 
main changes in water level have been caused by the glacial isostatic adjustment, or 
post-glacial rebound: The Earth’s crust in these areas has been depressed by the weight 
of the ice sheets, and after the last glacial period, the land masses have been in a 
continuing process of uplift. The ice sheets of several successive glacial periods have 
also shaped the geography and environment in other ways. During the last glacial 
period, the edge of the glacier had retreated to the northern shore of Ladoga about 
13 300 years ago and 11 590 years ago the warming of climate caused the rapid retreat 
of the ice sheets from the area and the regression of the Baltic Ice Lake (Saarnisto 2003: 
34–35).   
 
Lake Ladoga began to emerge as a separate body of water during the end of the Yoldia 
Sea phase of the Baltic Sea, but remained connected to the sea. During the Ancylus 
Lake transgression about 10 000 years ago, the highest shore in the northern shore of 
Ladoga was about 30 m asl. When the water subsided after the transgression, Lake 
Ladoga was separated from the sea and has thus formed an independent lake connected 
to the sea only by rivers. (Saarnisto 2003: 56–58). The water level of the early Lake 
Ladoga on the northern shore remained in 20–21 m asl for thousands of years (ibid. 64). 
 
The Ladoga transgression, escalating about 5700 years ago, is a very important 
geological event, when studying the relation between archaeological finds and changes 
in the water level. The transgression was partly caused by uneven land uplift: for 
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example, nowadays in the northern areas of Ladoga the uplift is about three millimetres 
per year, but in the south much less and eventually in the St. Petersburg area almost 
zero (Saarnisto 2003: 52, 64). This causes the basin area of Lake Ladoga to be slightly 
tilted. When River Vuoksi broke through, letting the water from Lake Saimaa to flow 
into Ladoga, this resulted in a flood (ibid. 64–65). 
 
In the research area, the shores of Lake Ladoga are usually rocky and steep. The 
differences in altitude are naturally high. For this reason, the shoreline in some places 
was not dramatically altered during the flood. Some places, however, in the coast of 
Sortavala are lowlands formed in the deltas of rivers, and these areas were mostly 
covered in water. According to Ailio (1915), the water level on the northern shore 
during the transgression was about 25 m asl, but varies from 22 metres in Jaakkima to 
27 metres in Sortavala Helylä. The transgression ended when the waters of Ladoga 
broke through to the sea forming River Neva about 1350 BC. The initial drop of water 
level was about ten metres (Saarnisto & Siiriäinen 1970: 18), after that the water level 
in northern Ladoga subsided at a rate of about one millimetre per year. (Saarnisto 2003: 
66.) 
 
In Sortavala area the water level stayed at the transgression level during almost the 
whole time when Comb Ware was used. During the Early Metal Period the water level 
was about 10 m asl, and the present level of Lake Ladoga is about 5 m asl (Saarnisto & 
Siiriäinen 1970; Seitsonen & Gerasimov 2008: 169–170).  
 
There have also been quite recent changes in the shorelines of Ylälahti and Lavijärvi. 
The shoreline of Ylälahti has visibly changed from the time of Europaeus’s excavation 
of Otsoinen in 1921, but it has probably also changed from the time of the excavations 
of Meijeri sites in 1980’s. In maps the northwestern shore of Ylälahti, where the river 
Kuokkajoki flows from Lavijärvi into Ylälahti, seems to be very swampy. Therefore it 
is hard to estimate where the shore of the lake actually is, and in the 1980’s there could 
have been more open water than nowadays. Also the size of the river most likely 
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changes, even seasonally. In maps drawn in the 1920’s the river can be clearly seen, and 
it is called a river, but in more recent maps it seems more like a narrow brook. 
Apparently, the areas marked in the maps of 1920’s as swampy lake shore, but still 
clearly open water, are nowadays just swamp and the size of the lakes has slowly 
declined.  
 
 
6.3 Shoreline and the stray finds 
 
Based on the transgression shoreline map of Ailio (1915), the shore of Lake Ladoga in 
the area of Sortavala during the time was characterized by narrow fjord-like bays 
reaching far into the inland and dense archipelago consisting of small islands. 
Nowadays some of the bays are still bays, albeit smaller, and the ones situated in valleys 
and deltas where rivers flow into Lake Ladoga have disappeared or turned into chains of 
lakes. I have named the largest of the ancient bays after present water systems and 
marked them in Map 4 (Appendix IV) with the following numbers: 
 
1. Otsoistenlahti Bay: At present times the bay has reduced to a small bay and several 
lakes, but it used to include the present day lakes Lavijärvi and Kuokkajärvi. Ylälahti 
can nowadays also be called a lake. The sites of Otsoinen and Meijeri are situated 
around this bay/chain of lakes, as well as the stray find locations of Otsoinen, 
Kuokkaniemi, Lavijärvi, Rautalahti and Poikelus. The village of Otsoinen has clearly 
the largest amount of stray finds, 33, while the village of Kuokkaniemi also has 
significant find concentration.  
 
2. Saavaistenjoki Bay: The bay was situated along the present river valley of 
Saavaistenjoki. Nowadays there is only a small bay, where River Saavaistenjoki flows 
into Ladoga. Alongside the ancient bay, the villages of Haapalampi and Saavainen, with 
some stray finds, are situated. The bay has also reached near the village of Uusikylä, 
80 
 
where 14 stray finds have been found. There is also one probable Stone Age site in the 
area (aforementioned Moilanen estate in Uusikylä).  
 
3. Kiteenjoki Bay: The bay was situated in the area, where Kiteenjoki River flows into 
Lake Ladoga, part of the bay now forms Lake Hympölänjärvi. The stray find locations 
of Hympölä, Airanne, Sipilänsalmi, Hotinlahti and Tuokslahti are situated around 
Hympölänjärvi. 23 stray finds have been found from the village of Tuokslahti, which 
makes it the second largest group after Otsoinen. 
 
4. Helylänjoki Bay: The bay was situated near the place where River Helylänjoki flows 
into Lake Ladoga. The northern part of the bay now forms Lake Helmijärvi. The 
villages Anjala, Rautakangas and Helylä are situated around this area. 13 stray finds are 
known from Helylä, seven from Rautakangas and two from Anjala.     
 
5. Kirjavalahti Bay: The shoreline of Kirjavalahti Bay has not been changed much; it 
still has the same shape, even though it is nowadays a little narrower. From the 
Kirjavalahti area, only three stray finds are known. The shore of Kirjavalahti is very 
steep, and therefore probably has not been suitable for Stone Age settlement.  
 
6. Läskelänjoki Bay: The bay has covered the river valley of River Läskelänjoki and 
reached about seven kilometers north from the place, where Läskelänjoki nowadays 
flows into Lake Ladoga. Läskelänjoki is outside the study area, since it is situated 
outside the borders of the former Sortavala parish. I decided to mark it onto the map and 
mention it in this listing, because it is only slightly outside the research area and there 
are several stray finds from the area surrounding the river valley of Läskelänjoki. There 
are 13 stray finds collected from Läskelä village during J. Kauppi’s artefact collection 
trip in 1895, and also other stray finds have been obtained from the shores of the river.  
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Several stray find locations are situated in the archipelago. There are at least three stray 
finds from Sammatsaari and two from the Möntsölänsalmi area in Tulolansaari. 
Altogether 12 finds have been found from Riekkalansaari, nine of which are from 
Nukuttalahti area. In Nukuttalahti there is also a probable Stone Age site, where Esko 
Sarasmo allegedly carried out a small excavation in 1938. Only few stray finds have 
been obtained from villages situated further inland.  
 
 
6.4 The sites of Otsoinen and Meijeri in relation to the changing shoreline 
 
During the excavation of Otsoinen site in 1921, Europaeus measured the elevations 
from the surface of Ylälahti. By combining the results of his own measurements of the 
water level and information in the maps, Europaeus estimated the water level of Lake 
Lavijärvi to be 6,02 m asl. Then the elevations of the excavated areas were measured 
from the water level of Lavijärvi and converted to metres above sea level. (Europaeus 
1921a: 7.) The elevation of the main excavation area was 26,87–27,99 m asl. The 
lowest point, where finds were obtained, was 24,74 m asl in the lakeside slope, but on 
the northeastern side some finds were found even lower. However, no finds were 
discovered lower than 24 m asl. (Europaeus 1921a: 3, 6.) Europaeus mentions, that 
during the time when the site has been occupied, it has apparently been situated on a 
small island. (Europaeus 1921a: 2) The contour curves used in Map 5 (Appendix V) 
show that there has been an island at least during the time when the shoreline has been 
in 30 m asl.    
 
A large section of Europaeus’s report is dedicated to discussion about the embankments 
near the lakeshore and their relation to the water level changes of the area. The 
embankments are described as being formed of water-rounded stones and they are 
visible in several places on the northeastern shore of Lake Lavijärvi. Some of these 
embankments are marked on the map. The nearest one to the excavation area had 
elevation of 21,06–23,82 m asl, and another nearby embankment 21,24–24,65 metres. 
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Europaeus presumes that the embankments have been formed when Lavijärvi was part 
of Lake Ladoga during the transgression (Europaeus 1921a: 7–8.)  
 
However, as Europaeus points out, the relation of the embankments to the settlement 
site is not clear; they might be contemporaneous, or not. Europeus noted that all the 
elevations of finds were higher than the ancient shoreline demonstrated by 
embankments. Europaeus concluded that most likely the site itself could be dated to the 
maxim of the Ladoga transgression, but the embankments had already been formed 
during the early stage of the transgression. (Europaeus 1921a: 9.) Later Europaeus 
wrote, that he “did not wish to take on his account the solving of the question of the 
relation between the embankments, the shoreline of the site and Ailio’s studies on the 
water level changes of Lake Ladoga” (Europaeus 1925: 37).  
 
The sites Meijeri I–III have been located on the map in Chapter 5, and their locations 
are marked on Map 4 (Appendix IV). In Map 5 (Appendix V) the sites of Otsoinen and 
Meijeri are marked on a map with contour curves. Otsoinen, Meijeri II and Meijeri III 
are situated between the elevation of 20 m asl and 30 asl and Meijeri I in 30 m asl. All 
Meijeri -sites are both Mesolithic and Neolithic sites (Pankrušev 1978, 1983; Filatova 
1988: 20; Vitenkova 1990, 1996a, 1996b). The elevation of 20 m asl is not too low for 
Mesolithic sites in northern shore of Lake Ladoga, since after the Ancylus regression 
the water level stayed in 20–21 m asl several millennia, until the Ladoga transgression 
(Saarnisto 2003: 64). Only Early Mesolithic sites therefore are likely to situate above 
the elevation of 30 m asl.   
 
 
6.5 Discussion: Problems, results and future possibilities  
 
Almost all of the villages mentioned as finding places of Stone Age stray finds, are 
situated near some kind of a body of water. The villages with most stray finds are all 
situated alongside ancient bays. However, there are several problems connected to the 
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study of the stray finds, as mentioned in Chapter 3: There was not much information 
about the find locations of the stray finds. Even if some finds were mentioned to have 
been found from the land of certain house or person, this does not make it necessarily 
easier to locate the finds, since especially in the larger villages there were many houses 
belonging to the same family, and thus many houses with same name. 
 
It should also be remembered that the stray finds were collected within a time span of 
almost 100 years (1856–1940). The borders of the villages and the names and owners of 
estates could have changed during that time, and the areas belonging to one village 
could be quite large, therefore it is very hard to try to pinpoint the exact locations of the 
finds with only the information about the village they were found. Some finds had been 
found so long ago before sending them to a museum that nobody remembered anymore 
where they were originally found. 
 
Besides these problems, also general problems considering stray finds need to be taken 
account for, as noted before in Chapter 3. High density of stray finds in some area could 
either mean that there are concentrations of finds and perhaps Stone Age settlement that 
could be found there, or that the area in question has been densely populated and 
extensive agriculture has been practiced there. It could also mean both: There are a lot 
of finds and people have found them since there has been land use. More finds could 
therefore be obtained also from scarcely populated and unresearched areas; no one has 
just found them yet. 
 
Even if these things are taken into account, there still is some correlation between the 
stray find locations and the water systems. Also, the known Stone Age sites of Otsoinen 
and Meijeri I–III are situated alongside a former bay of Lake Ladoga. The village of 
Otsoinen also has the largest amount of stray finds, so this at least can be considered as 
an example of real sites existing in an area, which also seems promising based on the 
stray find and water history data.   
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The stray find catalogues contain also direct hints about possible Stone Age sites, where 
archaeological research was not been carried out:  In 1901 Mr. Y. Lonkainen sent an 
even-bladed adze (NM 3951) to the National Museum and informed them that he had 
found it from a field in Anjala village with some potsherds in a layer of soot. The 
potsherds he had, naturally, thrown away. Neither was the finding place of several 
artefacts and ceramics on the land of the family Moilanen in Uusikylä ever surveyed.     
 
Unfortunately, there are also some problems with the material available about the 
hydrological history and the creation of water level reconstructions. An aforementioned 
problem with the amount of topographic maps is one thing. Ailio’s work is maybe the 
best one available about the transgression shoreline, but the map itself has not been 
drawn very carefully; it only shows the outline of the ancient shoreline, but not details. 
Especially on the northern shore of Lake Ladoga there are inconsistencies and errors in 
the calculations of elevations (e.g. Saarnisto & Siiriäinen 1970: 12). Problems arise, 
when the map is merged with a map showing the present day shoreline.  
 
For determining areas suitable for surveying of Stone Age sites, I have tried to model 
more detailed maps. Map 4, in Appendix IV, shows the stray find locations with the 
transgression shoreline of about 20 m asl.  In Map 5 (Appendix V) I have done a water 
level reconstruction based on the contour curves of 10, 20 and 30 m asl. Map 5 is only 
showing the Otsoistenlahti Bay area, with the sites of Otsoinen and Meijeri I–III marked 
on the map as well.   
 
Water level reconstructions and site catchment analysis have been applied to the coastal 
area of former Kurkijoki parish, on the western shore of Ladoga (Seitsonen & 
Gerasimov 2008). The reconstruction was done by modeling three water level stages of 
possible archaeological interest: 30 m, 20 m and 10 m asl. The water levels represent 
different archaeological phases: 30 m is approximately consistent with the shoreline 
during the Early Mesolithic, 20 m the early Lake Ladoga and the lowest shore of 
transgression covering timeframe from the Late Mesolithic to the beginning of Early 
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Metal Period, and 10 m and higher the situation from Early Metal Period onwards. 
(Seitsonen & Gerasimov 2008: 169–170.) Since the geographical setting and the 
hydrological history of Kurkijoki coast is similar to Sortavala area, same kind of water 
level reconstructions could be applied on the Sortavala coast. 
 
By combining the information from the stray finds and water level and environmental 
reconstructions, Stone Age settlement would most likely have been situated alongside 
the bays and on the shores of the islands. Sites should be looked between the contour 
curves of 20 and 30 m asl, or higher. Map 5 showing the sites of Otsoinen and Meijeri 
with contour curves could be used as an example: Otsoinen, Meijeri I and Meijeri II 
have all been situated on capes or islands on a bay of Lake Ladoga, and Meijeri III has 
been on the shore of the bay.  
 
Otsoinen and Meijeri III have apparently been larger settlement sites, while Meijeri II 
has been more like a temporal camp. Camp sites (e.g. for seal hunting or fishing) could 
be looked for in the archipelago, while more sedentary settlement could be found 
alongside bays or in more secluded parts of larger islands. However, in surveys done in 
former parish of Kurkijoki, it was noticed that the more sedentary sites were usually 
situated in less sheltered places, where there has been a clear line of sight to the open 
water, whereas camp-like activity sites were more commonly alongside narrow fjords or 
in small islands. It is proposed that it was important for a sedentary camp to be able to 
observe the water ways and to see the traffic or possible intruders. (Seitsonen & 
Gerasimov 2008: 180–181.)   
 
If the situation on the Sortavala shore was similar, then Meijeri III would be an example 
of a sedentary site situated on a visible spot alongside a waterway. Next to the location 
of Meijeri III, the ancient Otsoistenlahti Bay has opened as an inlet between small 
islands all the way to the open water of Ladoga. Of the four sites discussed in this study, 
Meijeri III has been occupied during the most periods and therefore its location has 
probably been perceived as the best. Similar sites could possibly be located on same 
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kind of places on the mouths of the bays or alongside the inlets, for example the on the 
either shore of the present inlet between Riekkalansaari and mainland.    
 
Early Mesolithic sites could possibly be found further in present inland, alongside rivers 
and around lakes. On the shore of Lake Ladoga their elevation could be just over 30 m 
asl, but further inland higher: The elevations of the Early Mesolithic sites found in the 
survey of Jänisjoki were 70–77 m asl (Forsberg 2006: 14–15). 
 
According to Sarah H. Schlanger (1992: 92, 97), some landscapes are so-called 
persistent places: Places that attract human settlement repeatedly because of some 
geographical features that are universally perceived as beneficial (water, access to 
shelter, food and fuel, routes for transport). A persistent place can also be formed when 
people keep settling on the same area repeatedly and leave traces of human occupation 
and therefore transform the landscape to become more and more attractive: people 
commonly tend to do the same thing they see someone else has already done.  
 
If persistent places could be recognized when surveying, traces of settlement should be 
found there and their patterns studied. In Schlanger’s own study on the Anasazi in 
southwestern Colorado, USA, she concludes (1992: 104–105, 110), that also regions 
with several stray finds can be persistent places, since the repeated land use does not 
have to be sedentary; some areas face continuing human occupation as passages and 
routes. However, in the case of Sortavala shore region, I think it is more probable that 
the stray finds indicate the area has been a persistent place as a settlement area more 
than a route, since it is situated a little off the main routes and waterways.  
 
A persistent place is demonstrated by certain features, which have made it a persistent 
place in the first place (Schlanger 1992: 105). In Sortavala region those features could 
include: the shoreline of Lake Ladoga characterized by archipelago and narrow, 
winding fjords offering both waterway to Ladoga and shelter, and the varying bedrock, 
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soil and altitudes causing variation in climate and vegetation and therefore enabling 
different subsistence strategies.       
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7 Conclusions 
 
This study had two main aims: Firstly, to get an overview picture about the Stone Age 
material existing at the moment from Sortavala area; secondly, to propose some ways to 
find more Stone Age sites from the area in the future. The material was approached via 
two different types of material: the Stone Age stray finds obtained from Sortavala area 
and the finds and the excavation reports of four Stone Age sites: Otsoinen and Meijeri 
I–III. The study of the Stone Age stray finds was meant to partly make it easier to piece 
together some outlines for the amount and nature of Stone Age material possibly 
available from the research area, partly to be able to compare Sortavala region with 
other nearby areas with similar research history and finds, but with more research done 
(namely the Karelian Isthmus).  
 
If compared to the outcome of studies on stray finds from the Karelian Isthmus 
(Nordqvist 2005; Uino 1999), it becomes evident that despite the different amount of 
stray finds or longer research history, the same problems are anyway related to the study 
of stray finds. Since they have usually been collected during the late 19th century and 
the first decades of the 20th century, the information about their find locations is uneven 
and often based on landmarks no longer retraceable. Whatever the case, modern land 
use and agriculture has had a great impact on finding and collecting artefacts and creates 
biased and distorted view about the concentration of finds (Nordqvist 2005: 117–119; 
Uino 1999: 248). When trying to map the finding locations of the finds, there can be 
some problems related not only to the information attached, but also to the maps 
available.  
 
The Sortavala stray finds themselves are similar to stray finds from other parts of 
Ladoga Karelia or the Karelian Isthmus: The artefact types are typical Stone Age stray 
finds, mostly Neolithic stone tools and include almost no ceramics (save for few 
sherds), neither bone. As it was predictable, the finds concentrate in villages with most 
population and agriculture, as well as alongside water systems, including bays and 
islands of Lake Ladoga and rivers and smaller lakes further in mainland.  
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The sites used as case studies correlated well with the stray find material. All of the sites 
have been situated on the shore of a bay of Ladoga and are nowadays on shores of 
smaller lakes. The stone tool material from the sites resembles artefact types included in 
the stray finds. Lithics and ceramics are (almost) absent in the stray find material, so 
they cannot be compared. Meijeri I and II have little find material when compared to 
Otsoinen and Meijeri III. Either the first two have been more like temporal camp-like 
sites, or the latter have been studied more efficiently. In any case, the ceramics from 
Otsoinen and Meijeri III are very diverse and should be studied more closely in the 
future. A larger and detailed study could have been done on either of those sites alone. I 
consider the locating of the Meijeri sites as an important achievement in this study, 
since without the location their comparing to Otsoinen would not have been as 
interesting as it has been now.   
 
As noted in the beginning of this study, Otsoinen and Meijeri I–III represent two 
important stages of the research history of Stone Age in Ceded Karelia: the pre-WWII 
research done by Finnish archaeologists and the new beginning of archaeology in 
Karelia by Soviet researchers, respectively. These factors also create some problems 
considering the material: Otsoinen was excavated 90 years ago and the report and other 
accounts written then should be viewed with some critique, since the concepts and 
methods of archaeology have changed during the decades. Meijeri sites were mainly 
excavated in 1980, 1982 and 1989, so already 22 years have passed since the latest 
excavation, so the reports should also be viewed critically. The finds and reports are 
kept in Petrozavodsk, which makes them harder to reach for Finnish archaeologists, as 
well as Otsoinen finds in Helsinki make them difficult to reach for Russian researchers. 
In addition, not many Finnish archaeologists are able to study Russian language 
information, and neither Russians are familiar with archaeological literature written in 
Finnish. I have hoped to piece together information about the Stone Age of Sortavala 
region from both sources, to make it available to a wider public.     
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As for my second aim to find suitable areas for surveying Stone Age, I tried to attain it 
by creating shoreline models for archaeologically significant water levels, and 
comparing the distribution of stray finds to the transgression shoreline and water 
systems. Despite all the aforementioned problems with the finding locations of the stray 
finds and the maps available, some correlation maintains between the water systems and 
the concentrations of stray finds. Based on the combined information, I can suggest 
some areas where Stone Age sites should be looked for: The river valleys or chains of 
lakes and bays listed in Chapter 6.3, especially the water system formed by 
Otsoistenlahti, Ylälahti, Lavijärvi and Kuokkajärvi (marked with no. 1. in Map 4, in 
Appendix IV) and the river valleys of Saavaistenjoki (2.) and Kiteenjoki (3.). Some of 
the islands also seem promising, most importantly Riekkalansaari. Riekkalansaari is 
interesting also for other reasons than Stone Age: In Nukuttalahti Ella Kivikoski 
conducted in 1938 the excavation of famous Migration Period grave, and from Rantue 
village has been found a silver hoard from the Crusade Period (Saksa et al. 2003: 430; 
Uino 2003b: 510). Therefore the island could be interesting for surveying Iron Age 
settlement as well.     
 
During this study I did not have the opportunity to analyze the stray find material 
myself; I did the research based only on archive sources. In the future, it would be 
interesting to go through the whole material and compare the reality to the information 
given in the stray find catalogues. The magic stone aspect of the stone tools would also 
be fascinating to study further. Also the find material from Otsoinen and Meijeri sites 
provide many possibilities for detailed analyses, and comparison should be done to sites 
in the Onega Basin, as well as on the Karelian Isthmus and in Finland. In conclusion, 
the future research in the area of Sortavala should concentrate on basic research: 
systematical surveying and basic cataloguing and analyzing of the material available so 
far.   
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Stray finds from Sortavala parish                                                                                                               APPENDIX VI: 1     
Group 1: Originally catalogued in the collections of the National Museum in Helsinki 
NM-nr Subnr Type Year(diar) Finding location Information Finder/Collector
168 Even-bladed adze 1856 Sammatsaari Small, made of jaspis, some scratches on the blade H.J. Holmberg
169 Adze/axe 1856 Kirjavalahti Fragmented from the upper end H.J.Holmberg
170 Fragment 1856 Kirjavalahti Fragment from the blade of an axe H.J.Holmberg
2011 32 Even-bladed adze 1879 Pohjus Partly fragmented Theodor Schvindt
2011 33 Adze/scraper 1879 Pohjus - Theodor Schvindt
2658 100 Fragment of stone tool 1889 Outskirts of the city? O. Saari was a stipendiate of The Finnish 
Antiquarian Society
O.Saari
3113 1 Even-bladed adze 1895 The house of Matti Häyhä, meadow Could also be from neighbouring Läskelä parish J.Kauppi
3113 2 Fragment of stone tool 1895 The field of Matti Lampinen " J.Kauppi
3113 3 Fragment of stone tool 1895 ? ", donated by Ivana Grigvijieff J.Kauppi
3389 23 Even-bladed adze 1897 Kuokkaniemi, from Anni Märsky Made of slate T.Tanner
3389 24 Even-bladed adze 1897 Kuokkaniemi, from Lauri Pulkkinen Black-brown stone T.Tanner
3389 25 Even-bladed adze 1897 Kuokkaniemi, from Joosef Pelkonen Black-brown stone, blade broken T.Tanner
3389 26 Gouge 1897 Kuokkaniemi, from Heikki Hyvärinen Black stone, fragmented T.Tanner
3389 27 Axe 1897 Kuokkaniemi, from Maria Uimonen Evenly broad, green-brown stone, probably not 
from Stone Age
T.Tanner
3389 28 Even-bladed adze 1897 Kuokkaniemi, the land of Antti 
Hyvärinen
Brown stone T.Tanner
3389 29 Even-bladed adze 1897 Kuokkaniemi, the land of Mikko 
Moilanen
Brown-grey stone T.Tanner
NM-nr Subnr Type Year(diar) Finding location Information Finder/Collector
3389 30 Even-bladed adze 1897 Kuokkaniemi, the land of Heleena 
Muhonen
Brown-grey stone T.Tanner
3389 31 Even-bladed adze 1897 Kuokkaniemi, from Kekarainen house Black stone T.Tanner
3420 4 Gouge 1897 Kuokkaniemi, from Timofei 
Randsby(?)
Black-brown stone T.Tanner
3951 Even-bladed adze 1901 Anjala, house no.6, field Big, broad, narrowing to the butt. Found from 
ashen ground, with potsherds (thrown away).
Y.Lonkainen
4635 18 Even-bladed adze 1905 Kuokkaniemi, the house of Natri Green-grey stone U.T.Sirelius
6840 South Karelian axe 1915 Otsoinen Rectangular, found near the house of Pekka 
Kuokkanen, from the eastern field.
Heikki Mustonen
7015 Straight-bladed axe 1916 Liikola, from Samuli Kokko The butt has been thinned out to form sharp 
edge. Found while clearing field
H.J.Mustonen
7772 1 Gouge 1920 Helylä With curved back Tilma Hainari
7772 2 Gouge 1920 Otsoinen With curved back Tilma Hainari
7772 5 Double-bladed adze 1920 ? Found from water Tilma Hainari
7772 6 Even-bladed adze 1920 ? On the surface of the artefact it is written in ink: 
"K.Y--- found from H---lah--- 1903"
Tilma Hainari
7900 Perforated stone 1921 Nukuttalahti, the house of Pelkonen, 
Norppala
Found about 1 km south-east from the house Maria Pelkonen
7994 4 Adze 1922 Lahdenkylä - Ensio Bergroth
7995 17 Cradle runner shaped 
double-bladed adze
1922 ? - Ensio Bergroth
8309 1 Even-bladed adze 1924 Rautakangas, the house of Saaramäki East Karelian type. Found from the western side 
of the road to Ruskeala
Olli Seppänen
8309 2 Even-bladed adze 1924 Helylä, school East Karelian type Olli Seppänen
NM-nr Subnr Type Year(diar) Finding location Information Finder/Collector
8309 3 Arrow head 1924 Helylä, school Reddish brown flint Olli Seppänen
8589 Arrow head 1925 Helylä, school, Kalliomäki field Few metres south from NM 8309:3. Olli Seppänen
8609 1 Hammerstone/axe 1925 Riekkala, the corner of Antti 
Pulkkinen's cowshed
2 human skulls and some tibiae were found from 
the same place
Jukka Nurminen
8866 1 Adze 1928 Nukuttalahti - Elsa Sidoroff
10595 South Karelian adze 1937 Tuoksjärvi, the house of Karvinen Riding stirrup was found from the same place, 500 
m south there is a strangely-shaped mound
Tauno Karvinen
10823 1 Preform of an axe 1938 Nukuttalahti Collected during excavation expedition Esko Sarasmo
10823 2 Piece of quartz resembling 
scraper
1938 Nukuttalahti " Esko Sarasmo
10823 3 Scraper, quartz 1938 Nukuttalahti " Esko Sarasmo
10823 4 Large piece of quartz 1938 Nukuttalahti " Esko Sarasmo
10823 5 12 quartz flakes 1938 Nukuttalahti " Esko Sarasmo
11014 1 Even-bladed adze 1939 Uusikylä, the land of Matti 
Moilanen, Kenttälä
Several stone artefacts had been found from the 
place
Matti Moilanen
11014 2 Adze 1939 Uusikylä, the land of Matti 
Moilanen, Kenttälä
" Matti Moilanen
11014 3 Fragment from the blade of 
an adze
1939 Uusikylä, the land of Matti 
Moilanen, Kenttälä
" Matti Moilanen
11014 4 Saw 1939 Uusikylä, the land of Matti 
Moilanen, Kenttälä
" Matti Moilanen
11014 5 Potsherd 1939 Uusikylä, the land of Moilanen, 
Kenttälä
" Matti Moilanen
11014 6 Flake 1939 Uusikylä, the land of Matti 
Moilanen, Kenttälä
" Matti Moilanen
NM-nr Subnr Type Year(diar) Finding location Information Finder/Collector
11222 Cradle runner shaped adze 1940 Kymölä, the foundations of Sortavala 
Teachers' College
Was found with charcoal/from sooty ground ?
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Group 2: Artefacts originally in the collections of Sortavala City Museum, catalogued to the collections of the 
National Museum on 5.4.1984
NM-nr Subnr Type Finding location Information Finder/Collector
22245 1 Cradle runner shaped adze Kymölä, the foundations of 
Sortavala Teachers' College
Same artefact than NM 11222 -
22245 2 5-sided aze with a shaft hole Helylä Dark, hard stone, bored hole O.A.Hainari
22245 3 Double-bladed adze Helylä Axe/gouge -
22245 4 Cradle runner shaped adze Rautakangas - O.A.Hainari
22245 5 Cradle runner shaped adze ? Fragment from the blade -
22245 6 Cradle runner shaped adze Rautakangas Fragment O.A.Hainari
22245 7 Cross shaped artefact Uijalanranta Fragment, broken at the hole, made of slate O.A.Hainari
22245 8 Fragment of stone tool Poikelus Unfinished hole visible O.A.Hainari
22245 9 Fragment of stone tool Sipilänsalmi - O.A.Hainari
22245 10 Cradle runner shaped adze Hotinlahti - -
22245 11 Even-bladed adze Helylä - -
22245 12 Axe/even-bladed adze Helylä - -
22245 13 Even-bladed adze Otsoinen Almost double-bladed O.A.Hainari
22245 14 Cradle runner shaped adze Poikelus Fragment O.A.Hainari
22245 15 Even-bladed adze ? - -
22245 16 Bothnic axe Saavainen - O.A.Hainari
22245 17 Bothnic even-bladed adze Otsoinen - O.A.Hainari
NM-nr Subnr Type Finding location Information Finder/Collector
22245 18 Even-bladed adze ? - -
22245 19 Even-bladed adze Karmala - O.A.Hainari
22245 20 Fragment of axe Tuokslahti - O.A.Hainari
22245 21 East Karelian even-bladed 
adze
Otsoinen - O.A.Hainari
22245 22 Magic stone ? - -
22245 23 Axe Rautakangas - -
22245 24 Axe Otsoinen - -
22245 25 Even-bladed adze Otsoinen - -
22245 26 Even-bladed adze Otsoinen - -
22245 27 Axe ? - -
22245 28 East Karelian even-bladed 
adze
Lahdenkylä - O.A.Hainari
22245 29 Axe Otsoinen - -
22245 30 Even-bladed adze Otsoinen East Karelian type? -
22245 31 Axe Otsoinen Polished -
22245 32 Even-bladed adze Sipilänsalmi - -
22245 33 Cradle runner shaped adze Tuokslahti Fragment -
22245 34 Axe/adze Liikala - -
22245 35 Even-bladed adze Tuokslahti - O.A.Hainari
22245 36 Even-bladed adze Karmala - O.A.Hainari
22245 37 Straight bladed axe Tuokslahti - O.A.Hainari
NM-nr Subnr Type Finding location Information Finder/Collector
22245 38 Axe Otsoinen - O.A.Hainari
22245 39 Axe Haapalampi - O.A.Hainari
22245 40 Even-bladed adze ? - -
22245 41 Even-bladed adze ? - -
22245 42 Straight bladed adze Tuokslahti - O.A.Hainari
22245 43 Even-bladed adze ? - -
22245 44 Even-bladed adze Uusikylä - -
22245 45 Even-bladed adze Kiimamäki - -
22245 46 Even-bladed adze/axe Karmala - -
22245 47 Fragment of stone tool Tuokslahti Polished slate O.A.Hainari
22245 48 Even-bladed adze ? - -
22245 49 Even-bladed adze Helylä East Karelian type? -
22245 50 Axe ? - -
22245 51 Even-bladed adze Lavijärvi East Karelian type? -
22245 52 Even-bladed adze Liikola - -
22245 53 Even-bladed adze ? - -
22245 54 Straight bladed axe Rautalahti - O.A.Hainari
22245 55 Axe Sipilänsalmi - -
22245 56 Even-bladed adze ? - -
22245 57 Even-bladed adze ? - -
22245 58 Even-bladed adze ? - -
NM-nr Subnr Type Finding location Information Finder/Collector
22245 59 Even-bladed adze ? - -
22245 60 Even-bladed adze ? - -
22245 62 Even-bladed adze Liikola - -
22245 63 Even-bladed adze Kaupungin karjamaa - H.A.Hällström
22245 64 Double-bladed adze Rautalahti/Rautakangas - O.A.Hainari
22245 65 Even-bladed adze Nukuttalahti - -
22245 66 Even-bladed adze Tuokslahti - -
22245 67 Axe Kirjavalahti - -
22245 68 Polished stone tool Tuokslahti - -
22245 69 Even-bladed adze Haapalampi - -
22245 70 Preform of gouge Otsoinen - O.A.Hainari
22245 71 Even-bladed adze Lahdenkylä - O.A.Hainari
22245 72 Even-bladed adze Tuokslahti - -
22245 73 Double-bladed adze ? - -
22245 74 Even-bladed adze Tuokslahti - -
22245 75 Even-bladed adze ? - -
22245 76 Even-bladed adze Möntsölä - -
22245 77 Even-bladed adze Haapalampi - -
22245 78 Double-bladed adze Hotinlahti - -
22245 79 Straight bladed axe Tuokslahti Bothnic axe O.A.Hainari
22245 80 Even-bladed adze Sammatsaari - -
NM-nr Subnr Type Finding location Information Finder/Collector
22245 81 Adze Airanne - -
22245 82 Axe Haapalampi - -
22245 83 Even-bladed adze Haapalampi - -
22245 84 Even-bladed adze ? - -
22245 86 Even-bladed adze ? - -
22245 87 Even-bladed adze Tuokslahti - -
22245 88 Even-bladed adze ? - -
22245 89 Even-bladed adze Anjala - O.A.Hainari
22245 90 Even-bladed adze Lavijärvi - -
22245 91 Adze Otsoinen Fragment of blade, East Karelian type? -
22245 92 Straight bladed axe Rautakangas - -
22245 93 Cradle runner shaped adze ? Fragment of blade -
22245 94 Even-bladed adze Möntsölä - -
22245 95 Even-bladed adze Lavijärvi - -
22245 96 Axe Lahdenkylä - O.A.Hainari
22245 97 Even-bladed adze Otsoinen - -
22245 98 Even-bladed adze Kuokkaniemi - -
22245 99 Even-bladed adze Otsoinen - -
22245 100 Poikkiteräinen kirves Lahdenkylä - -
22245 101 Even-bladed adze Otsoinen - O.A.Hainari
22245 102 Even-bladed adze/axe Nukuttalahti - -
NM-nr Subnr Type Finding location Information Finder/Collector
22245 103 Double-bladed adze ? - -
22245 104 Even-bladed adze ? - -
22245 105 Even-bladed adze Airanne - -
22245 106 Even-bladed adze Lahdenkylä - O.A.Hainari
22245 107 Even-bladed adze Helylä - O.A.Hainari
22245 108 Fragment of stone tool Tuokslahti - O.A.Hainari
22245 109 Even-bladed adze Helylä - -
22245 110 Axe Rautlahti Donated by famous poet reciter/singer Antrei 
"Borissa" Vänninen
-
22245 111 Even-bladed adze ?
22245 112 Even-bladed adze Tuokslahti - -
22245 113 Fragment of polished stone 
tool
Tuokslahti - -
22245 114 Fragment of polished stone 
tool
Kiimamäki - -
22245 115 Even-bladed adze ? - -
22245 116 Even-bladed adze ? - -
22245 117 Even-bladed adze Hympölä - -
22245 118 Even-bladed adze ? - -
22245 119 Adze ? - -
22245 120 Even-bladed adze ? - -
22245 121 Even-bladed adze Airanne - -
NM-nr Subnr Type Finding location Information Finder/Collector
22245 122 Fragment of even-bladed adze Tuokslahti - -
22245 123 Axe Liikala - O.A.Hainari
22245 124 Even-bladed adze Rautakangas - -
22245 125 Even-bladed adze Otsoinen - -
22245 127 Even-bladed adze ? - -
22245 128 Even-bladed adze Tuokslahti - O.A.Hainari
22245 129 a) Fragment of even-bladed 
adze, b)Adze
Otsoinen Two artefacts catalogued under the same 
subnumber
-
22245 130 Scraper/Claw shaped adze Haapalampi Made of green slate -
22245 131 Axe ? Fragment -
22245 132 Axe Haapalampi - -
22245 133 Even-bladed adze Uijalanranta - -
22245 134 Adze ? - -
22245 135 Even-bladed adze Tuokslahti - -
22245 136 Fragment of stone tool Otsoinen Polished slate -
22245 137 Even-bladed adze Hotinlahti - -
22245 138 Fragment of stone tool ? Polished slate -
22245 139 Straight bladed axe Hympölä - -
22245 141 Gouge Otsoinen - O.A.Hainari
22245 142 Gouge Otsoinen - O.A.Hainari
22245 143 2 gouges Otsoinen - O.A.Hainari
22245 144 Gouge Otsoinen - O.A.Hainari
NM-nr Subnr Type Finding location Information Finder/Collector
22245 145 Gouge Otsoinen - O.A.Hainari
22245 146 Double-bladed adze ? - -
22245 147 Double-bladed adze Lavijärvi Axe/gouge O.A.Hainari
22245 148 Double-bladed adze Haapalampi Axe/gouge -
22245 150 Gouge Tuokslahti - -
22245 151 Double-bladed adze Saavainen Gouge in the other end, other blade sharp and 
narrow
O.A.Hainari
22245 152 Gouge Otsoinen - O.A.Hainari
22245 153 Fragment of gouge Otsoinen - O.A.Hainari
22245 154 Gouge Tuokslahti - O.A.Hainari
22245 155 Fragment of stone artefact Kuokkaniemi Polished slate -
22245 156 Fragment of stone tool Rautlahti Polished slate -
22245 157 Gouge ? - -
22245 159 Magic stone ? - -
22245 160 Fragment of polished stone 
tools
Tuokslahti - -
22245 161 2 fragments of polished tool ? - -
22245 162 Sinker (fishing equipment) ? Slate -
22245 163 Stone artefact ? - -
22245 164 Stone artefact Tuokslahti - -
22245 165 Preform of an even-bladed 
adze
? - -
NM-nr Subnr Type Finding location Information Finder/Collector
22245 167 Magic stone ? - -
22245 168 Perforated stone Uusikylä Grey gneiss O.A.Hainari
22245 169 Preform of perforated stone Uusikylä - O.A.Hainari
22245 170 Magic stone ? - -
22245 171 Fragment of axe ? - -
22245 172 Polished stone tool ? - -
22245 340 Adze Otsoinen - -
22245 603-610, 612 Magic stones ? 9 pieces -
22245 1470/17 Even-bladed adze Helylä? On the artefact there is a writing "A.Tokko, Helylä" -
22245 2608 Fragment of stone tool Helylä - -
22245 2623 Potsherds Uusikylä, the land of Moilanen - Toini Moilanen
22245 2624 Fragment of stone tool Uusikylä, the land of Moilanen - Toini Moilanen
22245 2625 Hammerstone Uusikylä, the land of Moilanen - Toini Moilanen
22245 2626 Core Uusikylä, the land of Moilanen Slate Toini Moilanen
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Stray finds from Sortavala parish                                                                                                                         APPENDIX VI: 3    
Group 3: Deposited to other collections than museums
N Original storage place Original numbering Type Year (finding) Finding location Information
1 Vyborg City Museum 3395-48 Even-bladed adze 1897 Kuokkaniemi, the land of 
Muhonen
-
2 Vyborg City Museum 3396-49 Even-bladed adze 1897 Kuokkaniemi, the land of 
Kekarainen
-
3 Vyborg City Museum 3397-50 Even-bladed adze 1897 Kuokkaniemi, the land of 
Hyppönen
East Karelian type, the largest 
one of this type in the Vyborg 
Museum
4 Vyborg City Museum 3398-51 Even-bladed adze 1897 Kuokkaniemi, the land of 
Randsby?
-
5 Vyborg City Museum 3401-54 Straight-bladed axe 1897 Kuokkaniemi, the land of 
Moilanen
-
6 Statens historiska museum, 
Stockholm
8253 5 adzes ? Sortavala/Jaakkima, different 
places
-
7 Mellonen Elementary School, 
Sortavala
1 Axe 1901 Saavainen, field -
8 Mellonen Elementary School, 
Sortavala
2 Adze 1901 Otsoinen, field East Karelian even-bladed adze, 
Onega green slate, found by 
Paavo Koikkalainen
9 Mellonen Elementary School, 
Sortavala
3 Stone artefact ? ? Stone "stick" thinning to the 
other end, gneiss
10 Mellonen Elementary School, 
Sortavala
4 Fragment of stone 
artefact
? ? -
N Original storage place Original numbering Type Year (finding) Finding location Information
11 Private collection/Juho 
Matinpoika Hyvärinen
- Even-bladed adze ? Otsoinen, the land of 
Hyvärinen
Offered to Europaeus during the 
1921 excavation but left to the 
landowners, East Karelian type, 
Onega green slate, found near 
the Hyvärinen house, on the field
12 Private/Juho Matinpoika 
Hyvärinen
- Potsherds ? Otsoinen, the land of 
Hyvärinen
Offered to Europaeus during the 
1921 excavation, but left to 
landowners
13 Private/Sirkku Lyytikäinen - Adze ? Sammatsaari -
13
Otsoinen Ylätalo: Stone artefacts                                                                                                                       APPENDIX VII: 1
Subnumber Type Material Amount Description Location
7 Saw Reddish gneiss 5 Fragments, partly glued together K: VIII, place 9, from gravel, c. 
28 cm deep
8 Artefact ? 1 Fragment of fish hook ? K: VIII
9 Flake Quartz 6 One of the flakes is pink rose quartz K: VIII
9 Scraper Quartz 1 - K: VIII
9 Piece of stone Feldspar 1 Piece of feldspar with scratches on the 
surface
K: VIII
9 Piece of stone Slate 2 - K: VIII
12 Arefact Phyllite? 1 Fragment of polished stone tool L: VIII, place 10, from hard clay-
mixed gravel, c.25 cm deep
13 Artefact Soft rock type? 1 Polished piece of some soft rock, maybe 
saw
L: VIII
13 Flake Slate 1 - L: VIII
13 Flake Quartz 15 - L: VIII
13 Flake Diabase? 3 - L: VIII
16 Flake Rock type? 1 - M: VIII
16 Piece of stone Slate 3 - M: VIII
16 Flake Quartz 21 - M: VIII
19 Saw/knife Gneiss 1 Saw or knife, striped stone K: VII, place 7, on top of gravel, 
c.25 cm deep
20 Axe Gneiss 1 The sharp end of flat, narrow axe K: VII, place 8, hard clay under 
gravel, c.32 cm deep
21 Adze Green slate 1 Fragment of East Karelian adze K: VII
Subnumber Type Material Amount Description Location
22 Scraper Quartz 2 - K: VII
23 Flake Quartz 28 - K: VII
23 Piece of stone Slate 1 - K: VII
23 Flake Hard dark rock 2 - K: VII
26 Adze Hard dark rock 1 Small adze, rectangular, narrowing to the 
butt, resembles South Karelian type, 
polished.
L: VII, topsoil
27 Preform Diabase? 1 Preform of an axe, almost sharp edges, 
curved edges, narrow butt, partly polished
L: VII, topsoil
28 Piece of stone Slate 3 - L:VII
28 Flake Quartz 23 - L: VII
31 Adze Green slate 1 The butt of an East Karelian adze, possibly 
from the same artefact than :21, narrow 
facets on the edges in the back
M: VII, place 4, under topsoil
32 Flake Flint 1 Burnt piece of Russian flint M: VII
33 Piece of stone Slate 3 The biggest piece partly polished M: VII
33 Flake Quartz 22 - M: VII
36 Saw Slate 1 Fragment of saw N: VII, topsoil
37 Flake Flint 1 Flint is not of good quality N: VII, topsoil
38 Scraper Hard dark rock 1 Hard black rock type N: VII, topsoil
38 Piece of stone Slate 1 - N: VII, topsoil
38 Flake Quartz 13 - N: VII, topsoil
41 Preform Diabase? 1 Preform of an axe, one side sharp, partly 
polished
O: VII
Subnumber Type Material Amount Description Location
42 Preform Gneiss 1 Preform of an axe, narrowing to the butt, 
almost sharp edges but without clear 
traces of knapping, unpolished
O: VII
43 Adze Schist 1 Small adze, flat O: VII
44 Scraper Quartz 1 - O: VII
44 Flake Flint 1 - O: VII
45 Piece of stone Quartzite 1 - O: VII
45 Flake Quartz 10 - O: VII
45 Piece of stone Schist 2 - O: VII
45 Flake Hard dark rock 1 - O: VII
48 Piece of stone Slate 1 Marks of sawing P: VII
48 Artefact Green slate 1 Fragment of polished tool P: VII
49 Scraper Quartz 1 Thin, shaped like a semi-circle P: VII
50 Flake Hard dark rock 2 - P: VII
50 Piece of stone Schist 1 - P: VII
50 Flake Quartz 29 - P: VII
53 Artefact Hard dark rock 1 Fragment of polished tool Q: VII
54 Flake Hard dark rock 2 - Q: VII
54 Flake Quartz 33 - Q: VII
54 Piece of stone Slate 3 - Q: VII
57 Flake Flint 1 - K: VI
58 Flake Hard dark rock 6 - K: VI
Subnumber Type Material Amount Description Location
58 Piece of stone Slate 2 - K: VI
58 Flake Quartz 15 - K: VI
62 Saw Schist 1 - L: VI, place 5, 20 cm deep, from 
the gravel
63 Flake Quartz 14 - L: VI
63 Flake Hard dark rock 3 - L: VI
66 Saw Schist 1 Fragment of saw, or a knife M: VI
67 Flake Quartz 9 - M: VI
67 Flake Diabase 1 - M: VI
67 Piece of stone Slate 1 - M: VI
70 Flake Diabase 2 - N: VI
70 Piece of stone Slate 2 - N: VI
70 Flake Quartz 6 One flake made of dark smoky quartz N: VI
73 Flake Quartz 14 - O: VI
73 Piece of stone Slate 2 - O: VI
76 Scraper Quartz 1 - P: VI
77 Piece of stone Pumice? 1 Polished piece of brown porous stone P: VI
78 Flake Hard dark rock 3 Largest one looks like preform P: VI
78 Flake Quartz 12 One piece of smoky quartz P: VI
83 Flake Flint 1 Retouched, Russian reddish brown flint Q: VI
84 Flake Slate 2 - Q: VI
Subnumber Type Material Amount Description Location
84 Flake Quartz 13 - Q: VI
89 Adze Diabase? 1 Unfinished, partly polished, narrowing to 
the butt, sharpening not finished
K: V, place 6
90 Flake Hard dark rock 2 The other one very big K: V
90 Flake Quartz 13 - K: V
93 Flake Quartz 7 - L: V
93 Piece of stone Slate 1 - L: V
93 Flake Hard dark rock 1 - L: V
96 Flake Quartz 3 - M: V
98 Flake Quartz 1 - N: V
100 Arrow head Flint 1 Pointed oval-type, Russian reddish brown 
flint
O: V, place 1, topsoil
101 Flake Quartz 7 - O: V
101 Flake Hard dark rock 1 - O: V
104 Flake Quartz 3 - P: V
104 Piece of stone Slate 1 - P: V
106 Piece of stone Slate 2 - Q: V
106 Flake Quartz 5 - Q: V
109 Artefact Quartz 1 Hammerstone N: IV
110 Flake Quartz 2 - N: IV
112 Flake Quartz 1 - O: IV
114 Flake Quartz 1 - P: IV
Subnumber Type Material Amount Description Location
114 Piece of stone Slate 1 - P: IV
117 Piece of stone Slate 1 - Q: IV
117 Flake Quartz 8 - Q: IV
119 Preform Diabase 1 Preform for some kind of tool, partly 
retouched in the edges
Q: IV
120 Flake Quartz 4 - N: III
123 Flake Hard dark rock 1 - O: III
123 Flake Quartz 5 - O: III
127 Flake Quartz 5 - P: III
127 Piece of stone Slate 1 - P: III
131 Artefact Quartz 1 Hammerstone Q: III
132 Flake Quartz 9 - Q: III
134 Flake Quartz 1 Rock crystal N: II-I
137 Scraper Flint 1 - O: II
138 Piece of stone Hard dark rock 1 - O: II
138 Piece of stone Slate 1 - O: II
138 Flake Quartz 6 - O: II
141 Flake Quartz 10 - P: II
141 Piece of stone Slate 1 - P: II
144 Adze Slate 1 Miniature adze. Well polished, resembling 
South Karelian type-
Q: II, place 3, 30 cm deep
Subnumber Type Material Amount Description Location
145 Arrow head Flint 1 Formulated from a flint flake, Russian 
reddish flint
Q: II, place 2, 32 cm deep
146 Scraper Quartz 1 Translucent rock crystal Q: II
147 Flake Hard dark rock 1 - Q: II
147 Flake Slate 2 - Q: II
147 Flake Quartz 14 - Q: II
151 Flake Hard dark rock 2 - P: I
154 Flake Quartz 2 - Q: I
157 Artefact Hard dark rock 1 Fragment of polished tool From sand hauled from the 
excavation area
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Otsoinen Ylätalo: The styles of the rim sherds in the ceramic material                                                            APPENDIX VII: 2 
No Shape of the rim Top of the rim Uppermost outer surface Uppermost inner surface Outer surface Inner surface Subnumbers Amount of sherds Other
1 Rooftop Comb stamp Comb stamp - - - 46, 111, 115 3 Similar to 3, 
but rim 
decoration 
different
2 Straight Comb stamp Comb stamp - - - 46 1
3 Straight, slightly 
inwards bent
Deep pits Shallow pits - - - 51 1
4 Straight, 
broadening 
upwards
Comb stamp - - Possibly deep 
pits
- 51 1
5 Inwards bent - - - - - 51 1 Small vessel
6 Broadening 
upwards, slightly 
inwards bent
Oval-shaped pits Round pits - - - 55 1
7 Straight, slightly 
broadening 
upwards
Comb stamp Comb stamp - Oval-shaped 
pits
- 59 1
8 Straight Comb stamp Notches - Rhomboid 
shaped pits
- 59 1 Possibly 
same than 9
9 Straight Comb stamp Comb stamp, notches - Oval-shaped 
pits
- 59 1 Possibly 
same than 8
10 Profiled inwards - Round shaped notches - Oval-shaped 
pits
- 59 1
11 Slightly broadening 
upwards
Round pits Round pits - Round pits - 59 1 Reddish 
colour
No Shape of the rim Top of the rim Uppermost outer surface Uppermost inner surface Outer surface Inner surface Subnumbers Amount of sherds Other
12 Slightly 
broadening, 
inwards rim slightly 
profiled
Dense comb 
stamp
Dense comb stamp - - - 59 1 Similar to 13 
but from a 
bigger vessel
13 Slightly broadening Dense comb 
stamp
Dense comb stamp - - - 59 1 Small vessel
14 Straight Row of dots Row of dots Row of dots Oval-shaped 
pits
- 59 1 Small vessel
15 Straight - Notches - - - 59 1 Small vessel
16 Straigh - Shallow round pits Shallow round pits Round pits - 59 1 Small vessel
17 Slightly broadening 
upwards
Comb stamp Comb stamp - Comb stamp, 
pits
- 60, 121 6 Big sherds 
from the 
same vessel, 
glued 
together
18 Broadening 
upwards
Shallow pits - - - - 64 1
19 Thin, straight Comb stamp - - Round pits - 64 1
20 Very thick Comb stamp - - Round pits - 68 1
21 Straight, inwards 
bent
Rows formed by 
small pits
- - - - 71 1
22 Profiled inwards Lines formed by 
rows of dots
Lines formed by rows of dots - Oval-shaped 
pits
- 74 1
23 Slightly broadening - - - - - 74, 81 2 No 
decoration at 
all
No Shape of the rim Top of the rim Uppermost outer surface Uppermost inner surface Outer surface Inner surface Subnumbers Amount of sherds Other
24 Slightly inwards 
bent
Rows of dots - - - - 74 1
25 Broadening Comb stamp Notches - - - 79 1
26 Slightly profiled 
inwards
Comb stamp Comb stamp - Oval-shaped 
pits
- 79 1
27 Broadening Comb stamp Comb stamp - Shallow pits - 79 1
28 Broadening - Comb stamp - Shallow pits - 79 1
29 Rounded - - - Round pits - 79 1 Small vessel
30 Slightly profiled 
inwards
Pits - - Shallow 
depressions, 
oval-shaped 
pits
- 81 1
31 Straight Shallow pits - - Shallow pits, 
large oval-
shaped pits
- 85 1
32 Rounded, profiled 
outwards
Comb stamp Comb stamp - - - 85 1 Small vessel
33 Straight Dense comb 
stamp
- - Pits of 
different sizes
- 85 1
34 Rounded - - - Small pits - 91 1 Small vessel
35 Straight - Notches - Oval-shaped 
pits
- 94, 99, 102 4
36 Rounded - Notches - Small pits - 97 1 Small vessel
38 Straight Comb stamp Comb stamp - - - 99 1
No Shape of the rim Top of the rim Uppermost outer surface Uppermost inner surface Outer surface Inner surface Subnumbers Amount of sherds Other
39 Inwards profiled Zig-zag 
(diamonds)
- - Round pits - 102 1
40 Straight Round pits - - - - 102 1
41 Very thin - Notches - - - 107 1
42 Straight Comb stamp - - - - 111 1
43 Straight, profiled 
outwards
Comb stamp Comb stamp - Comb stamp - 111, 133 2
44 Inwards profiled Comb stamp Comb stamp - - - 118 1
45 Slightly inwards 
bent
- Notches Comb stamp, 
round pits
- 121 7
46 Thin, rounded Shallow round 
pits
Shallow round pits - Shallow round 
pits
- 124 1
47 Straight Comb stamp Comb stamp Braid-looking depressions Round pits, 
rows of dots
- 124 1
48 Slightly broadening Zig-zag, but 
resembling 
rhomboid-
shaped pits
- - - - 124, 129 2 The same 
model than 
39 but more 
carelessly 
done
49 Straight - - - - - 129 1 No 
decoration at 
all
50 Slightly broadening Round pits - - - - 133 1
51 Slightly inwards 
bent
Comb stamp Few comb stamp - - - 139 1
52 Slightly rounded - Notches - - - 139 1
No Shape of the rim Top of the rim Uppermost outer surface Uppermost inner surface Outer surface Inner surface Subnumbers Amount of sherds Other
53 Thin, rounded - Comb stamp - Oval-shaped 
pits
- 139 1 Small vessel
54 Thin, straight - Notches? - Round pits - 142 1
55 Slightly broadening Round pits - - Oval-shaped 
pits
- 142 1
56 Slightly narrowing Lines formed by 
rows of dots
- - Densely set 
rhomboid pits
- 142, 148, 155 8
57 Thin, rounded - Shallow pits - - - 148 1 Small vessel
58 Straight Comb stamp Comb stamp - Oval-shaped 
pits
- 152, 155 2
59 Thick, inwards 
profiled
Wave-like 
pattern , comb 
stamp?
Notches - Reed 
decoration
- 152, 155 17 The diameter 
of the vessel 
has been 
very large
60 Thin, rounded - - - - - 152 1 Small vessel
61 Slightly broadening Deep scratches Notches Notches Comb stamps, 
rectangular 
pits
- 155 1 Unique 
decoration
62 Rooftop Comb stamp Vertical lines Vertical lines - - 10 1
63 Rooftop Comb stamp Lines formed by dotted line, 
comb stamp
- Round pits Dotted lines 
forming 
triangle-
shaped 
pattern
10, 17, 24, 91 5
64 Straight, 
broadening
Comb stamp Comb stamp Comb stamp - - 14 1
No Shape of the rim Top of the rim Uppermost outer surface Uppermost inner surface Outer surface Inner surface Subnumbers Amount of sherds Other
65 Straight, 
broadening
Zig-zag Notches Notches Oval-shaped 
pits
- 14, 17, 46, 55, 
85, 107
7
66 Round - - - Comb stamp - 14 1 Very small 
vessel
67 Slightly broadening - Notches - - - 17 2
68 Straight, slightly 
broadening
Comb stamp Pits - - - 24 1
69 Broadening, bent 
inwards
Almost vertical, 
deep-set comb 
stamp
Round pits - - - 24 1
70 Broadening, 
profiled inwards 
and outwards
- Broad notches - - - 24 1
71 Inner rim straight, 
outer rim forming a 
ridge
Comb stamp Rhomboid-shaped pits - - - 24 1
72 Outer rim straight, 
inner rim profiled
Oval-shaped pits - - - - 24 1 Small vessel
73 Straight Pits - - - - 29 2
74 Broadening Comb stamp Comb stamp - - - 29 1
75 Broadening Comb stamp Notches - Reed 
decorations
- 29 1
76 Broadening, 
inwards bent
Rows formed of 
rectangular 
depressions
Notches - Round pits - 29 1
77 Thin, rooftop-like Diagonal lines Diagonal lines Diagonal lines - - 29 1
No Shape of the rim Top of the rim Uppermost outer surface Uppermost inner surface Outer surface Inner surface Subnumbers Amount of sherds Other
78 Straight, inwards 
bent
- Deep, thin lines densely set - - - 29 1
79 Straight, outer rim 
rounded, inner rim 
slightly broadened
- Broad notches - Thin 
depressions
- 29 1
80 Straight, even on 
top
- Notches Notches - - 29 1 Small vessel
81 Straight Few pits - - Large pits - 34 1
82 Straight, slightly 
broadened
Lines Small notches - - - 34 1 Small vessel
83 Straight Shallow pits Shallow pits - Shallow pits, 
deep pits
- 39 1
84 Straight, inwards 
bent
- Notches - Round pits - 39, 111 3
85 Inwards bent Small lines Small lines - Round pits - 39 1 Small vessel
84
 Otsoinen Ylätalo: Purchased finds, test excavation finds, stray finds                                                            APPENDIX VII: 3
Subnumber Type Way of finding Location Description
1 Axe/adze Purchased Probably on the site, details not 
remembered
A small axe or a South Karelian adze, made of green 
slate, regular cross-section, thoroughly polished, blade 
broken when re-sharpened, also other marks of use
2 Even-bladed adze Purchased About 2,5 m northeast from the 
northeastern corner of the 
excavation area, point 3 in maps 3-4
Even-bladed adze, South Karelian type, thinning to the 
butt, short, flat, probably green slate
3 Adze Purchased Southwestern (lake-side) section of 
the site
Preform or temporary adze, slate flake with some 
blade forming
4 Potsherds Purchased Southwestern (lake-side) section of 
the site
7 sherds, similar to other ceramics found on the site: 
decorated mostly with pits, some comb stamp, 3 
different rim shards: 1 "double-rooftop", 2 small oval 
pits, 3 lines formed by small rectangular dots
5 Flakes, burnt bone Collected Picked up from around the 
excavation area
4 quartz flakes and crumb of burnt bone
6 Potsherds Collected Picked up from around the 
excavation area
71 sherds, decorated mostly with pits of different sizes 
and shapes
158 Potsherds Test excavation Pit next to the southwestern corner 
of excavation area
2 sherds, one is decorated with dense oval-shaped pits 
and comb stamp, another with small comb stamps
Subnumber Type Way of finding Location Description
159 Flake Test excavation Test pit u 1 quartz flake
160 Potsherd Test excavation Test pit u 1 rim sherd, decorated with comb stamp and pit row
161 Scraper Test excavation Test pit x, southwestern side 1 quartz scraper
162 Flakes Test excavation Test pits w and x 3 quartz flakes
163 Pieces of stone Test excavation Test pit z 2 pieces of slate
164 Flakes Test excavation Test pit z 5 quartz flakes
165 Flakes Test excavation Test pit, northeast from the 
excavation area
2 quartz flakes
166 Burnt clay Test excavation Test pit, northeast from the 
excavation area
Cylinder-shaped clay stick, possibly from a handle of a 
vessel
167 Potsherds Test excavation Test pit, northeast from the 
excavation area
6 sherds, decorated with big and small pits and double 
rows formed of pits
168 Flakes Test excavation Test trench in northeast 4 quartz flakes, biggest one probably used as a 
hammerstone
Subnumber Type Way of finding Location Description
169 Potsherds Test excavation Test trench in northeast 11 sherds, decorated with pits and comb stamps, one 
sherd with cuneiform-like pit rows
170 Adze Purchased Field, northwest from the 
excavation area
South Karelian adze, well polished, thinning to the 
butt, narrowing, green slate
171 Fragment of 
polishing stone
Purchased About 11-12 m east-northeast from 
the finding spot of 170
Gneiss, marks of polishing on one side
20
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    APPENDIX VII: 4 
 
Otsoinen Ylätalo: The osteological material1 
 
Subnumbers NM 7898: 11, 15, 18, 25, 30, 35, 40, 47, 52, 56, 61, 65, 69, 72, 75, 82, 88, 
92, 95, 103, 108, 122, 126, 130, 136, 140, 143, 149, 153, 156 included burnt bone in the 
find catalogue. The osteological material of Otsoinen site has been analyzed several 
times. Mikael Fortelius carried out a basic analysis in 1980 (Fortelius 1980), when he 
analyzed the material of several Stone Age settlement sites on a commission of the 
National Board of Antiquities. Sanna Seitsonen has re-analyzed and assembled together 
information of the bone material of several sites situated in the former Finnish Karelia, 
including Otsoinen (Seitsonen 2008). In addition, Kristiina Mannermaa has studied the 
bird bone fragments from Otsoinen (Mannermaa 2003).  
 
Altogether the osteological material comprises of 337 grams. Fortelius has identified 84 
fragments of bone to species. (Fortelius 1980), and Mannermaa (2003) has specified the 
analysis by defining to species some of the bird bones Fortelius only defined to family. 
The information has been collected together in Table VII: 4. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                           
1
 The following sources were used for checking the osteological terminology and the Latin species 
names: Fortelius 1981, Hilden 1984, Koivisto 1984 and Koli 1984. 
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Table VII: 4. The identified species groups in Otsoinen material and the number of 
fragments ( Fortelius 1980, Mannermaa 2003; Seitsonen 2008: 273-280). 
Species Number of fragments 
Phocidae sp. 60 
Perca fluviatilis 6 
Teleostei sp. 4 
Phoca hispida 3 
Castor fiber 2 
Cyprinidae sp. 2 
Esox lucius 2 
Salmonidae sp. 2 
Lagopus lagopus 1 
Mammalia sp. (major) 1 
Podiceps cristatus/Podiceps griseigena 1 
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60 of the fragments are from some species of seal (Phocidae). Seal bones are difficult to 
identify to species (Seitsonen 2008: 273), but three fragments in the material have been 
identified to Phoca hispida, ringed seal. It is probable that all of the seal bones found in 
Otsoinen are from the ringed seal, but the bones are too fragmentary to be identified to 
species. Most of the seal bone fragments were fragments of bones from limbs, mostly 
metacarpal, metatarsal, carpal and tarsal with one fragment of humerus. One fragment 
was from the axis and one from the scapula. The fragments identified to ringed seal 
included two fragments of the internal auditory meatus (Fortelius 1980.) The auditory 
3 
 
meatus is the canal in the temporal bone of the cranium, which forms part of the inner 
ear.  
 
The seal is commonly found in the refuse fauna of Stone Age settlement sites in Finland 
and nearby areas. In the Karelian Isthmus and Ladoga Karelia seal is the dominant 
species in the bone material, and seems to have had crucial importance in the 
subsistence of the people. (Seitsonen 2008: 277-278.) Besides the seal, in Fortelius’s 
analysis (1980) other mammal bones include two fragments of the European beaver 
(Castor fiber). One is a fragment of the ulna and the other one is from somewhere in the 
paw of the hind leg (phalanx ung. tarsi). Beaver is very common in Stone Age refuse 
fauna (Seitsonen 2008: 276). One fragment is identified to Mammalia sp. (major), 
meaning that it belongs to a large mammal, but has not been possible to identify it to 
species. The animal in question could be elk (Alces alces) or deer (Rangifer tarandus). 
On the Karelian Isthmus elk bones have been found at least at five sites, and deer at two 
sites (Seitsonen 2008: 275).  
 
Bones of grouse species are commonly found on Finnish Mesolithic and Neolithic sites, 
and the willow grouse (Lagopus lagopus; Fi. riekko) is especially common (Ukkonen 
2002: 98). The other bird bone fragment belonged to either the great crested grebe 
(Podiceps cristatus, Fi. silkkiuikku) or the red-necked grebe (Podiceps griseigena, Fi. 
härkälintu). Both grebes are migratory species, which nest in northern areas during the 
summer and migrate south during winter. Grebe bones are quite common in Neolithic 
sites (Mannermaa 2008: 52-53).  
 
Otsoinen material includes 16 fragments of fish bones. Eight fragments have been 
identified to species, six of which are perch (Perca fluviatilis) and two pike (Esox 
lucius). Four fragments could be identified to the family of fish: Cyprinidae and 
Salmonidae, two fragments each. The family Cyprinidae includes species like the 
common roach (Fi. särki) and the bream (Fi. lahna). Salmonidae includes for example 
salmon and trout. Four fragments could only be determined as fish (Teleostei). 
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(Fortelius 1980). The amount of fish bones is similar to the sites situated in the Karelian 
Isthmus. However, compared to Stone Age sites in the Lake Saimaa region, the amount 
of fish bones is relatively small. This probably means that in sites like Otsoinen the 
small and fragile fish bones have not been noticed, because of the excavation and 
documentation methods of the 1920’s. (Seitsonen 2008: 277, 280.). It seems likely that 
fishing has had as important role in the regions surrounding Lake Ladoga as in the Lake 
Saimaa region. 
 
 
